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INTRODUCTION

The Unilted States has long been the world's leading
producer of beef and beef products, and imports have tradi-
tionally supplied only a small part of 1ts domestic consumption.
Since 1957, howevef, there has been a sharp rise in the imports,
particularly of so-called manufacturing beef., By 1963, imports
supplied about 9 percent of the total quantity of beef consumed
in the United States,

Despite the steadily rising U.S. demand for beef and beef
products, the raising of beef animals for slaughter hag become
an uncertaln and financially hazardous business in recent years.
After many cattle-feeding operators experienced losses (or at
best low profits) during the winter of 1962-63, the persistence
of low prices for cattle during the spring and summer of 1963
caused wldespread apprehension on the part of domestic cattle-
men,

In many quarters the view prevailed that the sharp rise in
imports was largely--some thought wholly--responsible for the
‘depreséed prices and cattlemen turned to the government for
assistance. A number of bills proposing to restrict ilmports of
cattle and beef were introduced in the Congressj representations
were made to the White House, the Department of Agriculture, the

Tariff Commission, and virtually every other agency of the

1
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government which could conceivably act to alleviate the dlstress
of the cattlemen. In addition, some producers took steps on
their own. For example, in October 1963, representatives of
the American National Cattlemen's Association visited Australia
and New Zealand, the principal sources of the complained-of
imports, in order to learn at filrsthand the conditions of pro-
duction in those countries and the probable intensity of any
future competition.,

It was in this climate of growing concern that the Committee
on Finance of the U.S. Senate adopted the following resolution
on November 20, 19631

Be it resolved by the Committee on Finance, that

the United States Tariff Commlssion is hereby directed,

pursuant to Section 332 of the Tariff Act of 1930, to

make an investigation of the conditions of competition

in the United States between beef and beef products.pro-

duced in the United States and in foreign countries, and

to report to the Senate Finance Committee the results of
the investigation not later than June 30, 1964.

The report of the Commission shall set forth a sum-
mary of the facts obtained in the investigation, includ-
ing a description of the domestic industry, domestic
production, foreign production, imports, including sources
of foreign supply, consumption, channels and methods of
distribution, price, United States exports, United States
customs treatment since 1930, and other factors affecting
the competition between domestic and imported beef and
beef products. In the course of 1ts investigation the
Commission shall hold hearings, gilving adequate opportun-
ity to interested parties to appear and be heard.

Public notice of the institution of the Commission's
investigation (No. 332-44) and of the hearing to be held in con-
nection therewith was issued on November 26, 1963, The notice

" was posted at the office of the Commission in Washington, D.C.,
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and at its office in New York City, and was published in the

Federal Register (281F;R. 12845) and in the November 28, 1963,

issue of Treasury Decisions. A public hearing was held April

28-30 and May 1, 5, and 6, 196k; interested partles were affordea
opportunity to produce evidence and to be heard. In addition to
information obtained at the hearing, data were obtained from the
Commission's files, from fieldwork, from responses to question-
naires, and from other Government agencles.

Included in this report are data relating to the production,
importation, and distribution of the following: (1) Beef, the
meat of mature animals commonly called cattle; (2) veal; the meat
of immature cattle commonly called calves;li/ (3) beef productg
consisting of food products in whole, or in significant éart,
of beef or veal, tﬁe meat having undergone processing such as |
grinding, pickling, canning; and cooking; and (4) cattle
and calves used primarily for the production of beef and veai.
Data for dairy cattle are included insofar as such animals |
contribute to the supply of the various grades or types of beef
and veal. Such data and other information included in this
report provide a factual basis for appralsing the causes and
effects of the factors of major influence on the‘financial.ex-
perience of those engaged in the production and distribution of

. beef and beef products in the United States.

1/ As used in this report the term "yeal" includes calf meat.
In the trade, however, '"veal' generally refers to the meat of
calves not over 3 months old, while "calf meat" refers to the
meat of calves over 3 months but not over 12 months old.




U.S. PRODUCERS OF BEEF AND BEEF PRODUCTS 1/

The production of beef and beef products involves a series of
operations that span a period of 2-1/2 years or more, beginning at
the time the cow is bred. ' The production period for veal is lesé -
than 2 years. The basic operatlons required comprise four broad '
categories: (1) Production of calvesy (2) raising the calves %o
slaughter welght; (3) conversion of the animals to carcass béef;
and (L) processing the carcasses into beef and beef products.

Some producers are involved in the operations grouped.under more
than one categdry; others specialize in only a few operations
within a single category. Oonsequently, both the animals and the
meat derived therefrom enter trade channels at various stages of
the production process. The marketing of the livestock and of the
beef is subject to regulation by the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture under the Péckers and Stockyards Act, 1921, as amended, to
assure fair business practices and competition.

U.5. cattle are of three types--beef, dairy, and dual-purpose.
Beef cattle, which now account for about two-thirds of the domes-

tic cattle populaﬁion, are descended predominantly from three

1/ In this report the term '"producers" 1s used broadly to include
all entrepreneurs engaged in (1) producing cattle for slaughter,
(2) slaughtering, or (3) preparing the meat derived from the car-
cass for sale to ultimate consumers.
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breeds--Hereford, Angus, and Shorthorn--developed in the British

Isles. In the Southern States, however, cattle resulting from
erossing these breedé wilth Brahman cattle have become increasingly
popular. Beef cattle are short 1egéed, thick bodied, and blocky
in appearance. Dalry cattle account for most of the remaining
third of the cattle populationj although they are kept primarily
to produce milk, they contribute significantly to the total U.S.
supply of beef and veal. Dalry cattle have an angular conforma-
tion and lack fleshing. The major breeds of dairy cattle in the
ﬁnited States are Holsteln, Guernsey, Jerséy, Brown Swiss, and
Ayrs£ire. Dual—purpése cattle, such as Milking Shorthofn, are
raised both to furnish milk and to provide a quality of beef bétter
than that obtained from conventional dairy cattle. Dual~purpose
pattle probably account for less than 5 percent of all U,S. cattle.
The vast majority of cattle in the United States, while not
régistered purebreds,jl/ are descended from purebred stock and
are recognizable by breed. In some areas of the Unitedbstétesg
however, considerable numbers of cattle are of mixed or nondescript
breeds. The raising of purebred registered stock is more preva-
lent with dalry than with beef cattle. Farms speciaiizing in the
production of bfeeding stock do not regularly contribute signifi;
cant ‘quantities of beef and veal. Over the long héul, how-
ever, the usé of improved breeding stock in the beef herds con-

tributes to both the supply and quality of the meat output.

1/ I.e., listed in the official book of registry of the appro-
priate breed association.
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The principal classes of cattle are as follows:
Heifer--Femalé, usually 1-3 years old, that has not
yet had a calf (kept elther as a replace-
ment breeding animal or for meat produc-
tion) : .
Steer--Male, usually over 12 months of age, castrated
~ prior to maturity
Cow--Mature female, usually over 3 years old, that
has had a calf :
Bull--Mature male, used for breeding
Stag--Male, castrated after maturity
The sex, age, and breed of the cattle and the type of feeding
all affect the quality and condition of the meat ultimately de-
rived from the animal. The Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS)
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture officially grades meat -
carcasses upon request. The AMS also grades cattle in the
process of reporting information on market prices of cattle. The
objective of the grading system is to facilitate the marketing
of the meat. The official grades for slaughter cattle and for beef
are (in descending order of suitability for table beef 1/) Prime,
Choice, Good, Standard, Commercial, Utility, Cutter, and Canner.
Federal grades for slaughter cattle correspond closely to the
grades for the carcass. In general, Prime, Choice, and Good
grades of cattle supply table beefj Utility, Cutter, and Canner
grades supply "manufacturing” beef for use in processed meat

products; and Standard and Commercial grades are "two-way" cattle

in the sense that the beef derived therefrom is used either as

T/ The term "table beel" as used in this report Tefers to fresh,
chilled, frozen, or thawed beef which reaches the ultimate consum-
er in the form of cuts.




table or manufacturing beef. However, certain parts of a beef
carcass, regardless Qf'grade, generally have particular outlets.
For example,. necks, shanks, and plates, even those from Choice
steers, are nearly always used as manufacturing beef, whereas some
steaks and roasts, even those from Utility cattle, genefally supply
table beef (fig. 1). Also, some parts (viz, flanks and briskets),
particularly of carcasseé grading Good or Utility, are consumed
elther as table beef or manufacturing beef, depending upon market
conditions.

In the United States a majority of the steers and heifers are
fed intensively during the weeks of months immediately preceding
slaughter in order to upgrade the quality of the meat. Beef from
such steers and heifers generally grades Good or better; it is
cherry red in color-and well marbled, with a layer of fat-covering'
the carcass. Cows, bulls, and stags are seldom intensively fed.
The meat from such animals generally grades Commercial or lower};
it 1s tougher and darker than steer or heifer meat and usually'
has very little marbling, with a thinner layer of outside fat.
Veal is tender, lean, and pink in color. The calves from dairy
herds are the principal source of veal.

Cattle growers

Cattle are produced in all 50 states. In 1959 about 2.7 mil-
lion farms (including ranches), constituting 72 percent of all

U.S. farms, reported sales of cattle and calves. Although there

are a few large-size calf-producing operations, the many thousands
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Figure 1,--Retail cuts of beef

% of Carcass

Round Steak J 10

Rump Roast

of Round (Partially Boned)

I {Roast, Stew)

| Flank
| (Steak, Stew,
| Ground Beef)

Sirloin Steak

Porterhouse,
T-Bone,
Club Steak

Plufe I—

N\ Rib Roast 8
(Short Ribs, | ’
Braising Beef, |
Ground Beef) | K
] Chuck Roast
Brisket -l-—-J (Blade, Arm) 19
(Corned Beef.
Braising Beel)

Hamburger,
Stew Meat,
& Misc. Cuts

|

|

I

|

I

!

|

|

I

g
[

|

! 24
| ‘
|

\

Total Salable Retail Cuts - 80
Waste, (Fat, Bones, Shrinkage) 20

Total 100

AMS NEG. 3043-56 (2)




of small- or medium-size farms and ranches in the Southern, Central,
and Western Stateg{are‘believed to account for the bulk of the
annual calf crop. l/ About 1.0 billion man-hours of the 8.9 bil-
lion devoted to farm work in 1963, or more than a tenth of the |
total, was required for the production of beef cattle. Employment
on the feed grains, hay, and forage consumed by such cattle account-
ed for an additional 0.l billion man-hours, or L percent of the
aforementioned total. 2/

In a sense, the production of beef begins with the breeding
of cattle. The calves are born 9 months after conceptions more
beef calves are born in the spring than in other seasons of the
year. Although beef calveé are raised in many different ways,
they commonly run with their dams until they are weaned at 6 to 9
months of age, at which time they weigh from 300 to LOO pounds.
The weanlingcalves are fed on roughage, often supplemented with
grain; until they weigh 500 to 600 pounds and are about a yeaf old.
During this growing period the animals are regarded as stockers.
Eventually most of them are shipped to feedlots for intensive
feeding and finishing; at that time they are called feeder cattle

(feeders). Some calves are retained for herd replacements and

1/ A reasonable estimate of the number of farms raising cattle
on a commercial scale is not feasible because most farms, what-
ever their specialty, keep one or more cows. :

2/ From official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture, Economic Research Service, Farm Production Economics Division.
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some are slaughtered to provide veal; the culled cows and bulls
provide manufacturing beef,

The preponderant‘share of the feeder calves produced in the
Unlted States come from beef herds;‘the remainder come from the
dairy herds. The range area in the western half of the Unlted
States is the principal producing area for feeder calves (fig. 2)3
Texas is by far the leading State, followed by Oklahoma and South
Dakota. Feeders are also produced in the Corn Belt ?f the Central
States, principally in Nebraska, Wisconsin, Missourl, and Towa and,

to some extent, in the Southeastern States.

Figure 2,~-Eetimated U.S. production of feeder calves, by reglons, 1963

2 fra - et - ) o - - 73
T ~t T T T T T Y T

w ¥ 3
s T

Rarige Area

- 13,500,000 head

_ﬁT percent

¢ Soutﬁeastern States

5,900,000 head |
21 percent

S g~

Aggregate production in
tgésengatgs is ‘
. negligible. \

N

L L 1 X
0l Ca o o 7 = & i 0 Ly -
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The range area. }/——Fifteen States have large range areas

that are generally mqre'suitable for cattle growing than for other
agricultural enterprises. In 1963 these States accounted for about
L7 percent of the feeder calves born in the United States. Hére;
beef herds including calves usually number several thousand head.
Because of climate and topography, the amount of edible roughage
produced per acre in the range area is limiteds during the perilods
of severe drought the feeding capacity of thié land is reduced
materially. Generally 25 acres is required to support a cow-calf
“unit. g/ Thus operations with sizable herds require vast ranges, '
and some cover as much as 100,000 acres each. In many fange States,
cattlemen rent federally owned lands to graze beef herds. Thé bulk
of these lands are in the States of Arizona, California, Colorado,
Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah,
Washington, and Wyoming. In 1961 about 2 million cattle were
grazed on about 350 million acres of such lands.

The Corn Belt. 2/——The 10 Central States, with extensive farm

areas devoted largely to growing grain, primarlily corn, accounted
for about 32 percent of the total births of feeder calves in 1963.

Corn Belt farmers tend to speclalize in grain or in a combination

1/ As used in this report, the range area refers to the States
of Arizona, California, Colorado, Idsho, Montana, Nevada, New
Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Texas, Utah,
Washington, and Wyoming. ‘

g/ Less land is required per cow-calf unit in areas having high-
er than average annual rainfall.

2/ As used in this report, the Corn Belt area refers to the
States of Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota,
Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, and Wisconsin.
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of grain and livestock production. Here the fertile land 1s rela-
tively high priced; the farms generally cover 100 to 300 acres.
The Corn Belt is moré important in finishing (fattening) beef
cattle than in producing calves. Iﬁ this area, however, farmers
also produce feeder calves, elther to move to their own feedlots
or to sell locally. The breeding herds are smaller in the Corn
Belt than in the range area; the typlcal herd consists of 50 to
150 head. Because of the sbundant supply of forage in the Corn
Belt, fewer acres are generally required to support a cow-calf
unit there than in the range-area States.

‘Other areas.--In recent years the Southeastern Statés 1/ have
become increasingly important producers of feeder calves; in 1963
they accounted for about 21 percent of the calves born. The cbn-
trol of harmful parasites and the conversion of land from the pro-
duction of row crops, particularly cotton, to grassland has stimu—-
lated cattle farming in this area.

Feeders 2/

The intensive feeding of large quantities of grain to cattle

has increased over the years. In the 1960's almost two-thirds of

_the slaughter cattle have Been fed (finished) to slaughter

1/ As used in thls report, the Southeastern States include Ala-
bama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louislana, Mississippi,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia.

g/ In this report, as in the cattle trade, the term '"feeder"
refers alternatively to (1) animals being fed for slaughter (as
used in the preceding section of this chapter), and (2) entrepre-
neurs who feed (finish) cattle to slaughter weight (as used in the
remainder of this chapter).




13
welght in feedlotsy in the late 19L0's only about a third were so
fed. The cattle that‘are not intensively fed on grain are raised
to slaughter weight on a diet high in roughage and are designated
as grass-fed cattle.

Although the predominant movement of feeder calves in recent
years has been from the western ranges to feedlots in the Corn
Belt States, California, and Colorado, increasing numbers have
been shipped from the Southeastern States to wéstern feedlots
(fig. 3); The cattle-feeding operations in the Western States are

larger, on the average, but fewer than those in the Corn Belt.

Figure 3.--Movement of stocker and feeder cattle to major
' U.S. markets and feeding areas '

/
X Major markets
@@ Major feeding areas

Source: Adspted from California and United States Meat-Packing

Industry, California Agricultural Experiment Station Extension
Service Circular 518, University of California, 1963, p. 11.
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Feedlot operators acquire most of their feeder calves either
directly from the growers or through auction markets located'in
the growing areas. 1/4 In recent years, the increase in the num-
ber of large feedlot enterprises haé contributed to the decline
in the role of the large central (terminal) livestock markets in
the sales of/beef cattle. When feeder cattle and calves are placed
in the feedlot they generally weigh between L400 and 700 pounds.
The feedlots have been receiving increasing numbers of younger,
lighter weight animals. There is a tendency among feedlot opera-
tors to feed the lightweight animals on a roughage diet to
incréase their welght before giving them a concentratedvdiet.
After the animal becomes adjusted to the concentrates, 1ts daiiy
gain averages 1.5 to 2 pounds. Presently most buyers of fed
Qattle prefer fed steers of about 1,000 pounds live weight and fed
heifers of about 900 pounds live weight. g/ The feeding period
required to attaln these weights may last as long as 6 months.

The length of the feeding period and amount of weight addéd may
be varied with market demands.

The Corn Belt is the predominant cattle-feeding area of the

United States (fig. L). Iowa, by far the leading cattle~feeding

1/ Sales of 1ivestock by the grower directly to local dealers,
farmers, or packers are generally referred to as country selling.
Auctions are trading centers where animals are publicly sold to the
highest bildder. Terminal markets are livestock trading centers
having complete facilities for receiving and feeding livestock;
sales at these markets are usually negotiated.

2/ Cattle of heavier weights are generally sold at discount
prices, compared with the prices paid for animals of the pre-
ferred weights.
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State, is followed by Nebraska and Illinois. Cattle feeding is

also an important activity in many States outside the Corn Belt,
principally in the range-area States of California, Colorado,

South Dakota, and Arizona, and in the Southeastern States.

Figure h,--Cattle and calves on feed in the United States,
by regilons, January 1, 196L
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The Corn Belt.--On January 1, 196l, about 57 percent of

the cattle on feed were in the Corn Belt. Here, the typical
cattle feeder feeds less than 200 head of cattle, the bulk of
which are brought in from other areas (fig. 3). Cattle are
ordinarily kept in lots of less than an acre each. Cattle provide

an economical outlet for marketing the grain and roughage produced

on the farms and for utilizing farm labor on a year-round basis.
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Other areas.--On January 1, 196lL, about 39 percent of the
cattle on feed were in the range-area States. Typical cattle-
@eeding operations in these States are quite large. It is not
uncormon to find 10,000 head of stock being fed in a single opera-
tion; a few feedlots have a capacity of 30,000 head or more. The
large feedlots are highly mechanized and require substantial
capital investment for equipment. These feedlots usually maintain
mills for grinding and mixing the ratlons formulated by nutri-
tionists. The feed is usually mechanically handled and often
involves the use of large trucks. |

Feedlot operators in the fange—area States purchasé virtually
all of thelr feed supplies, principally from the local area. Many
do not own the cattle in their feedlots. The operators of these
so-called custom feedlots obtain their income by providing feeds,
services, and facilitles to cattle owners. The extent of their
operations, therefore, 1s largely influenced by the profits or
losses of the cattle owners. However, some feeders that ordinar-
11y specialize in custom operations occasionally buy feeder calves
for their own account.

Tn recent years an increasing number of cattle have been
finished in the Southeastern States. Improvements in disease
control, an increase in the local suppiy of feeds, and a rise in
consumer demand for beef have stimulated this growth of feeding

operations. On January 1, 196l;, L percent of the cattle on feed

in the United States were in the Southeastern States. Georgia
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and Florida are the leadlng producing States in this area. A
typical cattle-fattening operation in the Southeastern States has
& capaclty of 1,000 head of stock. The feedlot operators generally
own the cattle, custom feeding beiné negligible. Many feedlots,'
particularly those in the Deep South, fatten locally produced
cattle, including many Brahman crossbreds. Because of their
reslstance to heat and insects, the bulk of the Brahman calves
produced in this area, however, are moved to feediets in
Oklahoma, Texas, New Mexico, and southern California.

Slaughterérs

As the tefm is used in thig report, "slaughtering"‘embraces
all the operations from the time the live animal leaves the hold-
ing pen of the slaughter plant until the dressed sides of beef
are placed in the cooler. 1/ The two sides of beef together con-
stitute about 55 percent of the live weight of the animal. The
remaining L5 percent 1s made up of viscera, hide, blood, and
inedible ﬁortions such as the head and the distal'portionsnﬁf the
legs. Virtually all these byproducts are marketed.

In the trade the firms--especially the larger ones--that
slaughter livestock are generally considered to be meatpackers;
many of them also process carcasses and manufacture sausage and‘

other processed meat products. g/ Firms that do no slaughtering

1/ A side of beef constitutes half of the carcass split along
the spinal column.
2/ Processing is described on p. 20.
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but engage only in processing are conéidered meat processors.
Padking and processing'plants engaged in interstate commerce must,
by law, be inspected by the’Meat Inspection Division {MID) of the
U.S. Department of Agrieulture. l/ Included in this inspection
are (1) general inspection of the plant for sanitation, (2) in-
spection of the animals prior to slaughter, and (3) examination
of the carcass and viscera immediately after slaughter. Animals
or parts suspected or knowﬁ to be diseased are removed from the
processing line. In addition, the MID enfqrces laws and regula-
tions designed to protect the consumer from unfair practices in.
the labeling of processed meat pr§ducts. The bulk of tﬁe cattle
slaughtering in the United States occurs in plants inspected
by the MID. Im 1962 several thousand plants slaughtered live-
stock; the 552 opefated under Federal inspection, however, account-
ed for about 76 percent of the cattle slaughter and 63 percent
of the calf slaughter, |
Although slaughtering occurs in virtually every State, the
greatest concentration of cattle slaughter is in thé principal
" feedlot areas, while the greatest concentration of calf siaughter
occurs in the leading dairy areas. The following fivé States
(named in order of the number of cattle slaughtered) accounted

for nearly Ll percent of the U.S. commercial cattle slaughter g/ |

—1/ The establishments primarily engaged in retail trade may ob=
tain a certificate of exemption relieving the plant of some of the
formalities of inspection.

2/ Excluding farm slaughter, which annually accounts for less
than 3 percent of the total cattle slaughter and less than 5 per-
cent of the total calf slaughter.
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in 1962: TIowa, California, Nebraska, Texas, and Minnesota..
Illinois, Ohio, Colorado, Missouri, and Kansas combined accounted
for an additional 22 percent. The New England States, New York,
Wisconsin, Texas, and Iowa ccmbined accounted for nearly 50 per~'
cent of the calf slaughter in 1962; Michigan, New Jersey, and
California accounted for 15 percent.

The decentralization of the country's major slaughtering
facilities, which has occurred over a perlod of several decades,
has been increasingly pronounced since 1950. Motor trucks and a
growing network of roads have made it possible'to locate slaughter-
ing plants close to the battle—feédiﬁg;areas, and thus fo |
effect savings in transportation costs and in weight loss.

After 1950 the decentralization of meatpacking facilities galned
momentum from the expansion of feedlot operations in many areas
of the country, the movement and growth of the population, and
various technological developments. With such decentralization,
the volume of the slaughter accounted for by the four largest
firms--Swift, Armour, Wilson, and Cudahy--declined both absolutely
and relatively. In 1947 they accounted for about 38 percent of
total cattle slaughter and about LO percent of calf slaughter.

In 1962 the corresponding percentages for the 10 largest national
packers, including those identified above, were 3l percent and 37
percent, respectively. In the period 1947-62 the number of small

local (independent) slaughtering plants increased considerably,

particularly in Western and Southern States. Many of the plants
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speclalize in the slaughter of particular kinds of livestock. As
more slaughtering plants were established, more outlets became
available to 1ivesto§k producers.
Processors

Processing, by which beef and veal are prepared for sale to
the ultimate consumer, includes quartering the chilled side of
beef, cutting the quarters into primal cubts (ribs, chucks, lolns,
rounds, plates, and flanks);boning, and preparing various meat
products and specialties. 1/ The extent of the processing depends
in large measure on the quality of the beef carcass. As indicated
earlier, the bulk of the beef from fed steers and heifers and small
amounts of beef from cows, bulls, and stags reach wltimate con-
sumers as fresh table (or block) beef in the form of roasts,
steaks, or other retail cuts. The great bulk of the medt from
cows, bulls, and stags, and the trimmings obtained from preparing
table cuts of fed beef are generally consumed as manufacturing
beef in the form of processed meat products such as hamburéer,
sausage, frankfurters, and meat specialties.

Processors are of two typés: (1) Those that process at the

retail level and (2) those that process for the manufacturing,

1/ The term Tspecialties® refers to prepared foods containing
beef or veal, such as camned stew, canned chili, canned or frozen
soups, luncheon meats, and sausages. Many specialties include
meat other than beef, as well as grains, dalry products, splces,
vegetables, and preservatives. Appendix A contains a detalled
1ist of the major processed beef products.
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wholesale, and lnstitutional trades. l/ Processors 5t the retail
level-~consisting mostly of chailn stores and independent super-
markets-~purchase, for conversion into table beef, the bulk of
the carcasses sold by meatpackers. The importance of the inde—'
ﬁendent butcher shops has long been declining. Retallers prepare
perishable products such as fresh roasts, steaks, and other table
cuts, and fresh sausages and hamburger.

Many processing plants‘classified as type 2 above are located
near livestock~producing areas. It is generally cheaper to
slaughter livestock in the producing ereas and transport beef
carcasses or beef products to the éonsumer centers than.to trans-
port livestock to such locations. Boning of manufacturing-type
carcasses and the manufacture of such products as canned, dried,
or frozen beef and beef products are generally carried out in
areas close.to the source of supply, whereas more perishable
products, such as table cuts of fresh beef and veal and sausages,
are processed at or close to consuming centers. The large meat—
packers usually distribute theilr products over wilde areas;
other packers and the processors generally have a more limlted

market.

1/ The Term "institutional trade® as used in this report, refers
to restaurants, hotels, and the group-feeding facilitles of schools,
hospitals, factorles, and the like.
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U.S. CONSUMPTION

The U.S. annual consumption of beef has risen sharply since
1952}; By 1953, beef had replaced pork as the primary meat con-
_sumed in the United States and it has since maintained primacy
over pork in the fiational diet (table 1, appendix B). In terms
of carcass weight, the annual civilian consumption of beef aver-
aged 9.2 billion pounds during 1950-52 and413.3 billion pounds
during 1953-57; {4 amounted to 16.3 billion pounds in 1962 and
17.6 billion pounds in 1963, 1/ From 1950-52 to 1953-57 the
annual civilian consumption of beef increased by LS percent;
by 1963 it was 33 percent above the average annual level in
1953-57. |

On a per capita basis, the U.S. annual consumption of beef
rose from an average of 60.6 pounds in the period 1950-52 £o 81.9
pounds in 1953-57 and to 9l;,6 pounds in 1963. The annual per
caplita consumptlon rose 21.3 pounds, or byA3S percent, from
1980-52 to 1953-57, and it rose 12.7 pounds, or by 16 percent,
from 1953-57 to 1963,

T/ Unless otherwise stated, quantities are expressed in this
report in terms of carcass weight. The consumption data include
beef (and veal) in all forms; i.e., whether consumed as table
meat or as meat products. Consumption by the U.S. military forces
has been omitted; it averaged about 290 million pounds annually in
19l7-19, emounted to nearly 780 million pounds in 1951, and ranged
botween 340 million and LOO million pounds ammually in 1955-63.
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In the Uﬁited States, the consumption of veal hés always
been markedly_smaller”than the consumption of beef. During the
5-year period 1953-5?, the annual civilian cénsumption of veal
ranged from 1.5 billion to 1.6 billion pounds (table 1). During.
the 6-year period 1958-63, such consumption averaged only 1.0 bil-
lion pounds. On a per capita basis, annual consumption of veal
averaged 9.L pounds in the 1953-57 period and 5.8 pounds in
1958-63. In 1963 the average per capita consumption was only
L.9 pounds.

Factors affecting consumption

The rise in the annual per capita consumption of béef
indicates that factors in addition to the steady increase in
the population have contributed in large measure to the marked
increase in total beef consumption in recent years. Among such
factors were increases in consumers' incomes that permitted a
rise in meat consumption. l/ As indicated below, changes in
food habits and food tastes resulting from cultural and techno-
logical developments also contributed to the rise in total con-
sumption of beef.’

The mode of living in the United States has greatly altered
since the end of World War II. Of special significance to the |

meat industries has been the increased urbanization, the decline

L/ Aggregate disposable personal incomes in the United States,
in terms of constant dollars, increased by L8 percent from 1950

to 1962; on a per capita basis, such incomes rose by about 21 per-
cent in the same period. The corresponding percentages for the
rise in beef consumption were 71 and Ll, respectively.
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in the time allocated to food preparation in the home, the
increased frequency of "eatlng out," and improvements in refrig-
eration and cooking appliances for use in homes, restaurants,
hotels, and other institutional outlets. By 1959 the babies of |
the postwar population explosion were becoming relatively heavy
eaters. All these developments stimulated the consumption of
beef and beef products. U.S. consumers have demonstrated a strong
preference for beef over mahy other meats. l/ Improvements in
the quality of beef and beef products and new marketing tech-
niques-—including aggressive advertisiﬁg and special weekend
sales of beef--have also stimulated consumer demand. |

Several prggrams of the U.S. Department of Agriculture have
contributed in some measure to the rising trend of beef consump-
tion. Recent progfams have been of two types: (1) Direct pur-
chases for distribution to schools participating in the’national
school-lunch program and to needy families and (2) promotiqnai
campaigns for foods in plentiful supply. During the 1963-6UL
school year the Department purchased 33 million pounds of frozen

ground beef. During 1963 its purchases for distribution to needy

1/ From 1953-57 to 1961-63, the increases (+) or decreases (=)
in the average annual per capita consumption of the meats specl-
fied in table 1 were as follows (in pounds):

Beefm—mmmmm—m———m +8.7
Vegle—mmmmm—m—=———= -L4.0
Porkm=——mmm———————— +3.8
Lamb and Mutton---- +.6

Poultry meat----=-- +9.1
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femilies consisted of canned chopped meat made almost entirely
from pork. On March‘1;'196h, however, the Secretary of Agricul-
ture initiated two beef-purchase programs for the express pur-
pose of improving prices to producers. One of those programs
provided for the purchase of substantial quantities of Choice
grade beef in the form of frozen boned roast and ground beef
for distribution primarily to schools; the other provided for
the purchase of substantial duantities of beef of Cutter grade
or higher, canned in natural juices, for distribution to needy
families. 1/ By June 5, 196k, the Department had purchased
57 million pounds under the first program and Ll million pounds
(including about 10 million pounds of Choice beef) under the second.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture conducts two promotional
programs for food ih plentiful supply. Each month the Department
issues a list of currentlj plentiful foods, which food editors of
newspapers and other informational outlets may choose to feature.
Secondly, upon special request from a particular industry, the
Department cooperates in joint efforts to move as much of the
product as possible into normal consumption chamnels. Such a
program for beef was initiated in March 196l; it has provided for
the distribution of feature articles and promotional advertising

to food chains, newspapers, and radio and TV stations.

1/ Since May 19, 196, processors have been required to use
Cholce beef for this product.
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Rolevof'imports

Before 1958, imports supplied a negligible part of the beef
and veal consumed in the United States. From 1957 to 1963, how-
ever, annual imports rose from 0.4 Billion pounds to 1.7 billion
pounds, carcass weight (table 2). l/ The share of annual con-
sumption of beef and veal supplied by imports in 1956-63 is

shown in the following tabulation:

: : + Ratio of
Year : Consumption : Imports : imports to
: : - : consumption
:  Billion ¢+ Billion @
: pounds : pounds :+  Percent
1956 mmmmmmmm 2 15.7 ¢ 0.2 : 1.3
195 Tmmmmmm e m m : 15.7 Ao 2.5
1958cmmm e : 1.9 9 6.3
1959-mmmmmmm e m o : 15.2 1.1 7.2
: : :
1960-m==mmmmmmmmmmm 16.2 B o L.8
1961-mmmmmmmmmmm : 16.9 1.0 e 6.2
1962-mmm—mm s mm : 17.3 1.5 8.4
1963 =mmmmmmmm e mmmm e 18.6 : 1.7 9.2

‘No data are available showing the quantities of domesﬁic
and imported beef and veal consumed in the varioué forms. The
information obtained by the Commission in this investigation, how-
ever, indicates that presently between half and two-thirds of all

beef consumed in the United States reaches the ultimate consumer

1/ Imports ST Gattle and oalves are not included in these dataj
nearly all such imports go to feedlots where they are fed to
slaughter weight (see chapter on imports).
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through retail and institutional outlets as fresh (table) meat -
in the form of cuts or'individual portions. The remainder
reaches the ultimatebconsumer as hamburger l/ or other processed
meat products.
The following tabulation presents the Commission's estimate
of the U.S. civilian consumption of beef, by forms and by sources,

in 1963 (in billions of pounds, carcass weight):

Form in which & - Domestic productiog 3 t Net f rotal
beef is consumed: :Fed ¢ Two-way ¢ Cows and t imports l/:
t cattle : cattle ¢ bulls ¢ :
Table cuts------ : 7.0 : 2.6 : 2/ : 0.1: 9.7
: : : : 3
Hamburger=-=---= : 2.l Tt 0.5 : B0 Ll
Other processed : : : : :
meat products-: .1 : Ao 2.3 3 W7t 3.5
: ¢ H : :
Total------ : 9.5 3.7 ¢ 2.0 1.6 ¢+ 17.6
: t : : :
1/ As reported by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. I
?/ Less than 50 million pounds. o
- . N Y /

Boneless beef has accounted for the preponderant bulk of the
U.S. imports of beef and veal in recent years. To determine the
uses of this type of beef, the Commission sent about 300 question=
naires to firms believed to have used imported beef in 1963, Re-

sponses were recelved from (a) 1L8 processing establishments that

I/ In this report, the term "hamburger" refers to all chopped
beef prepared for sale as hamburger or chopped beef (see appen-
dix A, MID item L60).
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together accounted for 63 percent of the total product weight of
specified products manufactured under supervision of the MID of

the U.S. Department of Agriculture,vl/ (v) 11 processing establigh—
ments not operating under MID supervision, and (c) 18 food chains
that grind meat for hamburger. These respondents accounted for
the following shares of the total U.S. imports of fresh, chilled,

or frozen boneless beef in 1963:

Percent
Food chains-———==cemaeea-x 26
MID-supervised
establishments------- 20 .
Other establishments----- _1.
Total-————cmm e L7

Table beef and veal.--Domestic producers supply neérly all

£he table beef consumed in the United States. In recent years
about two-thirds of the table beef consumed has consisted of beef
from grain-fed steers and heifers. The remainder has consiéted-
mostly of beef from grass-fed cattle. The ratio of consumption of
grain-fed beef to that of grass-fed beef has varied widely from
area to area. As feedlot operations have increased in various
sections of the country, the amount of grain-fed beef has also

increased, both in absolute terms and relative to the total beef

supply.

1/ The beef products for which information was requested are
listed in appendix A.
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The available information indicates that only a small quanti-
ty of imported beef is-sold in retall outlets aéffresh table
beef or frozen cuts., The bulk of the beef sold at retall con-
sists of fresh domestic grain-fed beéf, primarily Choice grade. |
The frozen cuts of imported or domestic beef are usually found in
the frozen-food departments of chain stores, rather than in the
fresh meat departments. Some are distributed by firms special-
izing in frozen foods.

In recent years, small but increasing quantities of imported
beef have gone to the institutional market; In 1963 no more than-
10 percent of the importsbof bone;in and boneless beef éombiﬁed--
i.e., less than 140 million pounds, carcass weight--are believed
to have been sold as table beef, principally through institutional
outlets including restaurants featuring steaks at low prices
(under $2 each). l/ Such imported beef accounted for less than
2 percent of the table beef consumed in 1963. The imported beef
goiﬁg to the institutional trade as table beef consisted primarily
of loins, ribs, filets, and briskets; meat purveyors generally
tenderize and freeze them in uniform portions (portion-control
cuts) for distribution to restaurants and other institutions.

For cuts going to low- or moderate-price restaurants, purveyors

1/ Of the 663 million pounds of imported boneless beef (carcass
welght) accounted for in the Commission's survey, only 2L million
pounds (or L percent) reached ultimate consumers in the form of
steaks or roasts. :
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use either domestic beef of Good or lower grades, or imported -
beef of comparable quality. Although price is generally the
determining.factor, éome purveyors prefer imported beef because
it is a more uniform product, while'others prefer domestic beef,'
partly because of its flavor (the imported beef is reportedly
more bland) and partly because of long-term business association
with particular suppliers that market only doméstic beef.

Luxury restaurants and hotels are the principal outlets
for domestic fresh beef of Prime grade. As Americans have become
increasingly diet conscilous, particularly ﬁith respect to animal
' fatsuand their reported effects on health, the demand for Prime
beef has generally declined. As a corollary,‘the consumer |
demand for leaner cuts of beef increased; this change has been
reflected in the specifications established by buyers of bofh
1ive animals and beef carcasses (see p. 1L). Information from
the trade indicates that the luxury restaurants have been using
increasing quantities of domestic Choice beef. |

At least four-fifths of the veal consumed in the United
States reaches the ultimate consumer as table meat. The re-
mainder is consumed in wieners, sausage, or other food special-
ties. Sales of ground veal are belleved to be small. Domestic
producers supply nearly all the veal consumed. In 1963, total
_imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen veal amounted to only 26
million pounds, a quantity equivalent to less than 3 percent of

the U.S. consumption of veal in all formsj imports of processed.

veal are negligible.
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Hamburger.—-12,19631~%amburger probably accounted for

T

10 percent 9?5213’@33£;§916 at retail. 1/ A recent survey of
restaurants‘iﬁfiiifﬁarts of the couptry revealed that hamburger
was the leading entree for lunch, while steak was the leading
eﬁtree for the evening meal. g/ Inclusive of the hamburger
eaten in the home, at drive-ins and at other eating establish-
ments, the total annual consumption of hamburger beef has reached
several billions of pounds. The Tariff Commission estimates
that in 1963 the total was L.L billion pounds (p. 27).
Information obtained from respondents to the Commission's
questionnaire indicates that hambﬁrger is the principal‘outlet‘
for imported boneless beef. Of the 663 million pounds of such
beef covered by the Commission's survey, 385 million pounds
(58 percent) was mixed with domes£ic beef for hamburger. Food
chains accounted for nearly all the reported imports so used.
Notwithstanding that hamburger is the principal outlet for
imported boneless beef, the bulk of the hamburger consumed in the
United States is made from parts of domestic carcasses not salable
as steaks or roas%s. Hamburger is also made by mixing trimmings
from domestic beef of Choice grade with lean grass-fed beef which
the retailer purchases expressly for grinding. Some retail out-

lets use only domestic lean beef, while others use domestic and

1/ The National Provisioner, Oct. 5, 1963, p. 59.

2/ TRestaurant Management, June 1963, p. 26.
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imported lean beef interchangeably. Their preference at a partic-
ular time is generally-based on price. The amount and’type of
Choice trimmings mixéd with lean beef to make hamburgér varies
with the practices of individual refailers, but overall depends
principally upon the anticipated retail selling price of the
product. Most retail outlets offer hamburger at more than one
price. | |

The fat content of hamburger generally ranges from 25 tofBS
percent., To obtain hamburger containing 25 percent fat, the'.
butcher may grind together 60 pounds of'imﬁorted boneless beef ‘
(fat content 10 percent) with 12 pounds of 100-percent fap triﬁ-
mings from Choice steaks or roasts. For hamburger containing
30 percent fat, he may combine 10 pounds of rough Choice trimmings
containing 60 percent fat with 60 pounds of imported boneless beef.
In the foregoing examples, domestic boneless beef from Canner and
Cutter cows may be substituted for the imported product, with
adjustments being made for the slightly higher fat content‘of
the domestic product (generally closer to 15 percent than 10 |
percent ).

Other beef products.--The annual consumption of processed

beef and veal products other than hamburger increased signifi-
cantly from 1953-57 to 1963. Frankfurters, sausages, bologna,

and other luncheon meats, as well as canned products (including

soups) and meat specialties, all contributed to the rising total
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consumption of beef and veal. Products such as TV dinners,
frozen meat pies, andﬂother frozen specialties that were not
in production during the early 1950's contributed to the increase.
Beef products other than hamburger are an important outlet |
for manufacturing beef. Information obtained from responses to
the Commission's questionnaire indicates that a substantial part
of the manufacturing beef used in these products is of domestic
origin. The 149 respondents that used imported beef in these
products accounted for 38 percent of the imports of boneless beef
covered by the survey. They used 252 million pounds of the im-
ports, compared with 1,0L9 million‘pounds of comparabie AOmestic
beef. In addition, 65 respondents reported using only domestic
beef but did not specify the quantities used.
Virtually all the U.S. imports of pickled, cured, and other-
wise prepared or preserved beef and veal (table 2, cols., 5 and 6)
go to the domestic producers of beef products for further proc;
essing. About two-thirds of the imported canned beef is also
subject to additional processing before sale to ultimate consumers;
the remainder, which is imported in small-size containers, is
distributed to retail outlets by the importers or by domestic
producers of meat products (table 2, col. 3). .In 1963, the
total U.S. imports of canned, pickled, cured, and otherwise prepared

beef and veal products amounted to 246 million pounds, or less than

2 percent of the total domestic consumption of beef and veal.
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U.S. PRODUCTION OF CATTLE, BEEF, AND BEEF PRODUCTS

The principal factors that have influenced the volume and
composition of the U.S. output of beef and beef products in recent
years have been the following: (1) Changes in the composition of
the cattle population (increased quantities of slaughter steers
and heifers in contrast to a stable population of cows and bulls);
(2) a decrease in the average age of the slaughter cattle; (3) a
decline in the number of slaughter calves; (Li) an increase in the'
number of grain-fed slaughter cattle; and (5) an incfease in the
portion of beef carcasses used for table meat (attributable
largely to changes in both the cutting practices of processors
and the conformation of the animals).

Cattle production

There has been a long-term increase in the January 1 inven-
tories of cattle and calves on U.S. farms (table 3, line 1).
The annual changes in total numbers have followed a pronounced
cyclical pattern (fig. 5). The accumulation and liquidation
of cattle inventories on farms generally occur in response to
changes in cattle prices and in forage supplies.

The most recent complete "cattle cycle" began about 198,

During 1950-52 the demand for beef was strong and cattle prices
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Figure 5.--Cattle and calves on U.S. farms, January 1 of 1920-6L
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were exceptionally high owing to the Korean conflict; nevertheless,
cattle and calves were held on farms and ranches for herd expansion.
In that 3-year period the annual slaughter of cattle averaged 18.1
million head, and annual calf slaughter averaged 9.6 million head
(table 3, lines 9 and 10). These averages were lower than the
corresponding figures for any of the preceding 6 years. The high
prices which prevailed through 1952 were the predominant force
contributing to the herd expansion. The revision of the Federal
income tax regulations in 1951 that gave cattlemen tax benefits

with regard to breeder livestock is believed to have been a

minor factor (appendix C).
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By January 1, 1953, cattle inventories were larger than on
the corresponding date Qf any preceding year. Because of the
record inventories and.the persistent dry weather during 1953,
cattle slaughter was 2l4.5 million head in that year, or 35 percent
sbove the annual average for 1950-52. Calf slaughter in 1953 was
12.2 million head, or 27 percent above the annual average for
1950-52, The unfavorable weather conditions during 195L-56 con-
tributed to a further rise in annual cattle slaughter. In 1956,
cattle slaughter amounted to 27.8 million head. Annﬁal calf slaugh-
ter, however, increased to 13.3 million head in 195l;, then aver-
aged 12.7 million head during 1955-57.

In 1957 the drought was broken on the western ranges, and herd
expansion began again. By 1959 the annual cattle slaughter declined
to 23.7 million head, and the annual calf slaughter to 8.1 million
head, as cattlemen continued to hold breeding cows, heifers, and
female calves. Annual cattle slaughter increased thereafter,
reaching a record high of 28.1 million head in 1963, an amount 6
percent larger than the annual average for 1953-57. Notwithstand-
ing the increase in annual cattle slaughter during 1959-63, in-
ventories of cattle and calves on January 1 rose from 93.3 million
head in 1959 to 106.5 million head in 196lL, as helfers (and

calves l/) were retained for breeding stock. The record high

1/ Annual calf slaughter averaged 8.2 million head in 1959-61
and then declined to 7.2 million head in 1963, or to L3 percent
below the annual average for 1953-57.
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inveﬁtory on January 1, 196L, was 1l percent higher than that on
the corresponding date of 1959, |

The increase invthe cattle population since the early 1950's
has been accompanied by significant.changes in composition. The
January 1 aggregate ilnventory of beef calves, heifers, steers, and
cows increased from 56.L million head in 1953 to 77.0 million head
in 196k, while the-January 1 inventory of dairy cows, heifers, and
calves declined from 35.9 million head to 27.7 million head. The
number of bulls on farms, however, did not change significantly;
the'January 1 bull population, which ranged between 1.9 million
and 1.6 million during the period 1953-6l, mumbered 1.8 million
in 196l.

The'decline in the numbers of dairy cattle in the United
States reflects largely the increased productivity of the average
dairy cow, whereas the relative stability of the number of bulls
reflects the increasing use of artificial insemination, particu-
larly in the dairy herds. The decrease in the number of bulls and
dairy cows:combined has operated to limit the slaughter of domes-
tic Cutter and Canner cattle, an important source of manufacturing

beef, at a time when the demand for such beef was increasing. 1/

1/ The average annual culling rate is lower for beef cows than
for dairy cows; hence, the increase in the number of beef cows,
which--in absolute numbers--has exceeded the decline in dairy
cows, has not contributed proportionately to the overall supply
of domestic Cutter and Canner cows available for slaughter
(transcript of the hearing, pp. 7L9-750).
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Cattle feeding

As indicated ea:lier,.the grain feeding of cattle has in-
creased significantly over the years. At present almost two-thirds
of all slaughter cattle are thus fed to slaughter weight. Neﬁer;
theless short-term fluctuations in feeding occur with changes in
weather, feed supplies, and cattle prices.

Tn 1958-62, when the price of beef steers was high relative
to the price of corn, grain feeding of cattle was generally more
profitable than it was in the immediately preceding years. This
situation contributed to the rise in the nﬁmber of cattle on feed,
from 5.9 million head on January 1, 1958, to 9.2 millioh head on
January 1, 196l. Moreover, many cattle were fed to heavier weights
than formerly. The beef steer-corn price ratio l/ for 1963, how-
ever, indicates that it was much less profitable to feed cattle
during that year than inAany year in the period 1958-62. The
following tabulation shows the beef steer-corn price ratios for

the years 1953-63:

Year Ratio Year Ratio
1953 mmm e e 15.2 195G e e 23.0
195l e e e 15.L 1960=mmmmm e e 23.0
1955 m e e 16.5 196l ~mmmmm e e 22.2
1956 mmmm e 15.7 1962 —mmmm e 2.7
195 Tmmmm 18.5 1963 wmmmmmm e 19.3
1958~ mmmmm e 22.2

T/ The beef steer-corn price Tatio relates the average price per
100 pounds of beef steers (all grades) from the Corn Belt, sold out
of first hands at Chicago for slaughter to the price per bushel of
No. 3 yellow corn at Chicago. Thus, this ratio indicates the num-
ber of bushels of corn that is equivalent in value to 100 pounds
of beef steers. ’
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Beef and beef products

The annual U.S. production of beef has also increased sharply
since 1952. 1In terms of carcass weight, the annual production
averaged 9.3 billion pounds in 1950-52 and 13.5 billion pounds in
1953-57; it amounted to 15.3 billion pounds in 1962 and to 16.L
billion pounds in 1963 (table 3, line 20). The production of
beef in 1963 was about 76 percent larger than the annual average
production in 1950-52 and 21 percent larger than that in 1953-57.
In contrast, the annual production of veal averaged 1.2 billion
pounds in 1950-52 and 1.6 billion pounds iﬂ 1953-575 it then
declined to 0.9 billion pounds in 1963 (table 3, line 21); The
following tabulation shows the indexes (1953-57=100) of doméstic
production of beef, veal, and beef and veal combined, annual

average 1950-52 and annual 1953-63:

Beef Veal Beef and veal
Average:
1950-52=~mmmmmmm 69 73 69
Annual: |
o S ——— 92 98 92
195 mmmmm = m e 96 10k 97
o] 100 100 100
1956 —m—mmmmm e 107 103 107
195 T-mmmmmmmmmmm e 105 96 10k
1958 mmmmmmmmmm e e 99 75 96
R L ——— 100 6L 97
1960-=—mmmmmmmmmmm e 109 70 105
1T I —— 113 66 108
1962 mmmmmmmmmm e 113 6l 108

1963-mmmmmmm e mmm e 121 58 115
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In recent years increases in both the number of cattle
slaughtered and the avgrage weight per carcass have contributed
to the rise in annual beef production (table 3). The number of .
cattle slaughtered (line 9) increased from 2li.li million head in
1958 to 28,1 million head in 1963. Meanwhile the average weight
per carcass (line 18) increased from 547 pounds to 587 pounds.
About 68 percent of the 3.1-billion-pound increase in beef pro-
duction from 1958 to 1963 is attributable to the increased
number of cattle slaughtered, and about 32 percent to the
increase in average carcass weight.

The great bulk of the domestically produced beef has
consisted of fresh table beef. Table beef generally commands
a significantly higher price than manufacturing beef; hence
broducers have concentrated on the production of beef of
table grades (Good or better). The following tabulation
presehts estimates of the domestic commercial production of

meat from steers and heifers (used primarily as fresh table

beef) and meat from cows and bulls (manufacturing beef),




Il
annual average 1950-52 and annual 1953-63 (in billions of

pounds): }/
Meat from steers Meat from cows
and heifers and bulls
Average:
1950-52 ‘ ——— 509 3-0
Annual:
1953 - 8.2 3.7
195L 8.4 L1
1955- - 8.7 Il
1956' - ——— 906 ho)-l-
1957 9.7 Lol
1958 9.7 3.2
1959 m— 1003 2.9
1960 11.3 - 3.0
1961 12,1 2.8
1962 - - 11.9 2.9
1963 13.2 2.8

The annual production of steer and heifer beef averaged 8.l

© billion pounds in 1953-55, compared with an average of 5.9 bil-
lion pounds in 1950-52. The annual average rose to 9.7 billion
pounds in 1956-58 and to 12.lL billion in 1961-63. On a per capita
basis the annual production of beef from steers and heiferé in-
creased from an average of about 53 pounds in 1953-55 to 67

pounds in 1960-63. Varying portions of the carcasses of steers
and heifers, principally the trimmings from table cuts and the
rough cuts, have been used in recent years for manufacturing.

Virtually the entire carcasses of cows and bulls have been so used.

1/ Compiled from official statistics of the U.o. Department of
Agriculture. Since the figures reported here relate only ta U.S.
commerclal slaughter, theilr annual totals are slightly smaller
than the annual figures for total U.S. slaughter (commercial and
farm) shown in 1line 20, table 3 for corresponding years.
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In the 3~year period 1950-52, the U.S. annual commerclal
production of cow andﬂbull beef (primarily Cutter and Canner
grades) averaged 3.0 billion pounds, or about 32 percent of the
total beef production (as reported in table 3). In the 5-year
period 1953-57 the annual production of cow and bull beef ranged
from 3.7 billion pounds to L.l billion pounds. In 1957 the domes-
tic output of such beef, L.1 billion pounds, equaled about 30
percent of total beef production. By 1958, however,. the produc-
tion of cow and bull beef had decreased to 3.2 billion pounds
(22 percent below the 1957 level), or to aﬁout 2l; percent of the -
total beef output. During 1959-63 when the annual dOmeétic pro-
duction of such beef averaged about 2.9 billion pounds, the share
of the total annual beef output supplied by cows and bulls con-
tinued to deciine,‘thereby receding to 18 percent of the total
in 1963, The reduced level of domestic production of cow and
bull beef during the 1958-63 period prevailed notwithstanding
that the prices of cow and bull beef were higher than they.had
been in the immediately preceding 5-year period, when drought
conditions had depressed prices. During the period 1953-57,
when the domestic production of cow and bull beef was at a high
level, meat processors produced greatly increased quantities of
products containing cow and bull beef. When the domestic pro-
duction of cow and bull beef declined after 1957, processors

turned to imported beef as well as tc other meats (domestic

and imported) for their supplies. The average annual domestic
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production of cow and bull beef declined from 26 pouﬁds per
capita in 1953-57 to 16 pounds in 1958-63. The average annual
per capita imports of boneless beef increased from less than a
half pound in 1953-57 to nearly 5 pounds in 1958-63. In 1963
the per capita production of cow and bull beef was about 15
pounds and the per capita imports were nearly 8 pounds. Hence
the per capita U.S. supply of manufacturing beef from grass~fed
cattle in 1963 was about 23 pounds, compared with an annual
average of about 2T pounds in 1953-57.

Significant quantities of trimmings and rough cuts from domes-
tic gteer and heifer carcasses are used by meat processdrs in addi-
tion to the cow and bull beef. Some cuts of steer and heifer beef
are suitable either for table beef or for processing, depending
upon price. ﬁence it is roughly estimated that 2.0 billion pounds
of domestic steer and heifer beef were used for processing in 1953,
2.5 billion pounds in 1958, and 3.6 billion pounds in 1963. Not-
withstanding the increasing amounts of steer and heifer beef used
for manufacturing in recent years, the average annual supplies of
domestic beef used for manufacturing (cow and bull beef chiefly of
Cutter and Canner grades plus trimmings and rough cuts from steer
and heifer carcasses) were about 7 percent smaller in 1958-62
than in 1953-57. 1In 1963, however, the supply of domestic beef

for manufacturing (about 6.4 billion pounds) was roughly equiva-

lent to the annual average supply in 1953-57. Imports accounted
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for about 20 percent of the 7.9 billion pounds of beef consumed
in the form of processed products (including hamburger) during
1963. |
| U.S. annual production of beef products processed under
Federal inspection increased--in terms of beef content, carcass
welght--by about LS percent from 1953 to 1963 (table L). During
this period the annual production of miscellaneous meat products—-
meat ples, TV dinners, and so forth--increased about ninefold;
the output of sliced products other than bacon increased nearly
fivefbld. The production of sausages, frankfurters, welners,

and uncanned hamburger also increased during this period; but

more moderately.




CHANNELS ANb METHODS OF DISTRIBUTION OF
BEEF AND BEEF PRODUCTS 1/

The distribution of beef and beef products in the United
States has altered significantly since the 1920's, particularly
since the end of World War II. The changes reflect not only
distributors! effofts to increase their efficiency but also
responses to the growing market for beef.

Table beef

For many years meatpackers have been the principal whole-
salers of fresh table beef and vesl in the United States. In the
early 1900's, when most business firms were small, the few large
packers were regarded in some quarters as comprising a monopoly.
Two important events occurred in the early twenties:

(1) The five largest packers agreed to a "consent decree'j; g/
(2) the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, was enacted.lehese

two actions resulted in the establishment of standards designed

1/ For a discussion of the channels and methods of distribution
of cattle and calves, see the chapter on U.S. producers of
beef and beef products; for the corresponding discussion of im-
ported beef, see the chapter on imports. '

2/ Following an investigation by the Federal Trade Commission,
the packers (Armour, Swift, Morris, Wilson, and Cudahy) agreed,
among other things, to divest themselves of certain holdings in
public stockyards, railroads, terminals, market newspapers, and
cold storage warehouses, and not to engage in business in unrelated
food lines, or in the retailing of meats. This decree is still in
force.
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to encourage competition among meat wholesalers. In subsequent
years, highways were improved and the use of trucks became
widespread. Large insulated and refrigerated trucks facilitated
the long-distance movement of meats. With the increase in cattle-
feeding operations and the decentralization of slaughtering, the
number of packinghouses increased and their average size (capacity)
decreased. There was also a decline in the share of the total beef
output handled by the major packers.

Most packers maintain separate sales units to serve thelir
1arggr carlot (truckload) buyers. Their sﬂipments usually move
direct from the plant by refrigeréted truck or railroad}car to
the retail distribution point. Although a few retail chains
receive a substantial portion of their shipments at central ware-
houses or cutting plants for distribution to retail outlets, most
chains receive virtually all their deliveries at the individual
stores. The importance of less-than—carlot sales has been declin-
ing., Although such sales are generally made by salesmen who visit
the retail stores, some are made at the packingplants where re-
tailers may personally inspect and select the meat.

Large packers have branch houses in various cities; these
tranch houses have sales offices, warehouses, and processing
facilities, particuiarly for cutting carcasses to wholesale and

retail cuts. Branch houses do no'slaughtering, but some buy

cattle that they ship to packingplants. Although numerous
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and important as distribution outlets in the past, bfanch houses
are now declining in importance.

The number of independent meat wholesalers has increased
significantly in recent years. They generally confine their acti-
vities to a small, select market, principally hotels, restaurants,
and other institutional outlets. The facilities of such wholesalers
include processing plants, frozen-food locker plants, portion-con-
trol operations, warehouses with cutting rooms, and sausage kitchens.
The increase in inétitutional feeding of all types and the rise in
labor costs have stimulated the growth of érganizations that per--
form many services formerly carried on in institutionallkitchens.
Services of this kind for the growing institutional market are
also performed by many of the large packers.

With the increased importance of chain stores, the number
of meat buyers has declined and the purchasing power of indivi-
dual buyers has increased. Because so many packers vigorously
seek their business, the retailers now generally enjoy a strong
bargaining position respecting prices, terms, grades, and other
conditions of sale. The retailers generally plan their procure-
ment operationé to accomodate their customers who make the bulk
of their purchases on a weekly basis. Since consumers have shown -
a strong preferencé for beef over other meats, retailers frequently

use beef as a sales leader. Their advertising is designed to

draw weekend shoppers by emphasizing "specials" and "sale prices."
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The grades established by the Federal Government for identi-
fying the qualities of fresh beef are widely used as an aid in
~marketing. ‘Government grading offers the special advantage of
permitting the retaller to advertise beef to which an impartial
agency of the Federal Government has assigned a grade (viz, Prime,
Choice, or Good). Federal grading also reduces the need.for
inspection by buyefs and enables small, independent packers to
compete for the business of distant customers. Many chains buy
‘beef on the bagis of their own specifications in addition to Gov-
ernment grades. Indeed, some large packers, and also some chains;
use private labels or brand names to identify and add prestige .
to the qualities of fresh beef that they sell.

Processed meat products

Processed meat products are marketed through several channels
of distribution. Canned products, for the most part, are marketed
as grocery items, in the same manner as canned vegetables,.paék—
agéd cereal, and so forth. Since the products are not perishable
they can be stored with little difficulty. Distribution is
usually made through jobbers or directly to chains, including
cooperatives and independent stores. Frozen products, including.
portion-control meat products, are generally handled, at the

wholesale and retail level, with other frozen foods (e.g.,

vegetables, baked goods, fish). Although frozen beef and beef

-
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products can generally be stored for months, they lose some of
their flavor in the interim. Perishable processed meat products
are usually marketed through the same distribution channels as
fresh meats, since problems of spoilage, shelf life, and the liké
are comparable., Formerly, the predominant bulk of luncheon meats
was sold to retailers in loaves weighing several pounds. Now,
however, most luncheon meats, frankfurters, and other processed
products are packaged for consumer sale by the processor, thus
requiring a minimum of handling in the retail stores.

Hamburger, by far the principal proceésed beef product
consumed in the United States, is produced at both the ﬁrocessor
and retailer levels. The large bulk, however, is ground fresh
daily in retail stores. The domestic meat for such hamburger

moves in wholesale channels as parts of the table-beef carcasses

and as lean cow and bull beef from boning plants.
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U.S. EXPORTS OF CATTLE AND DERIVATIVE PRODUCTS

The United States is by far the leading producer of beef
and veal combined. It i1s a minor exporter of these products,
as well as of cattle, but it accounts for the great bﬁlk of
the exports of inedible packinghouse products, such as tallow,
hides, and skins. y
Cattle

Annual U.S. exports of cattle were insignificanﬁ in
1958-63 (table 5). In 1959, the peak year of that period .for
such exports, they amounted to 51,000 head; in 1963 they were
23,000 head. In most of the period 1958-63 the great bulk of
the exports consisted of cattle for breeding; they were shipped
primarily to Mexico, Venezuela, and Canada. During 1958-63 vir-
tually all exports of cattle other than for breeding went entirely
to contiguous areas in Canada and Mexico. In 1961-63, annual U.S.
exports of such cattle averaged 815 head to Canada and L77 head to
Mexico. During the spring of 196l prices of slaughter cattle in
Canada were high compared with the prices of slaughter cattle
and feeder calves in the United States. Consequently U.S. exports:
to Canada of such cattle in 196l are expected to exceed by manyfold

the average annual exports in recent preceding years.

1/ The term "packinghouse products," as used in this report,
refers to the products, except edible beef and veal, derived from
the slaughtering of cattle and calves and from the subsequent
processing of the carcasses.
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Packinghouse products

The U.S. exports of the edible and inedible packinghouse
products reported in table 6 were valued at $153 million in 1958. l/
In 1959-62 their annual value ranged between $176 million and $211
million; in 1963 it amounted to $189 million. In the period 1958-63
inedible tallow accounted for 5k percent of the total value, and
cattle hides, edible offal (principally beef tongues and livers),
calf skins, and sausage casings comprised the bulk of the re-
mainder. The United States supplied almost three-fourths of the
total exports of inedible tallow and a very substantial »
part of the total shipments of cattle hides and skins. The bulk
of the U.S. exports of tallow were shipped to Europe, with the
remainder being widely distributed throughout the rest of the world.
In 1963 about two-fifths of the total U.S. exports of cattle hides
and calf skins were destined for Japanj virtually all of the re-
mainder went to Western Europe.

The value of the U.S. exports of inedible tallow ranged |
between $90 million and $114 million annually in the period
1958-63 (table 6). The value of the exports of cattle hides rose

from $3L million in 1958 to $6L million in 1961 and declined to

1/ The U.S. exports of other packinghouse products are belleved
to be small.
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$56 million in 1963. The following tabulation shows the quantities

of the U.S. exports of these two products in 1958 and 1961-63:

Year ; Tallow, inedible Cattle hides

:~ Million pownds ¢ 1,000 pileces
1958mmmm e m e : 1,040 : 5,398
1961 mmmmmmm : 1,593 : 7,6L6
1962=mmmm e mm e e : 1,427 7,119
< P —— 1,629 : 7,971

oo eeo.

The total U.S. exports of fresh or frozen beef tongues and
livers combined were valued at $18 million in 1963, compared with
$11 million in 1958, The bulk of ﬁhese exports went to Europe;‘
the remainder went chiefly to Latin America.

Beef and beef products

The value of U;S. anﬁual exports of fresh or frozen beef
and veal ranged between $Li million and $7 million during the
period 1958-63, while the value of the amnual exports of beef
products (principally pickled and cured beef, not canned) was
about $7 million. During the years 1958-63, U.S. exports of
fresh or frozen beef and veal and of speéified products were as

follows (in thousands of pounds, product weight):

¢ FPFresh or Pickied and

e

Year : frozen : cured beef, : Canned

: beef and veal : except canned : Peef and veal
S 1: D : 6,811 : 16,258 1,703
L D — : 8,526 16,06, 2,768
L D — : 10,19) : 17,108 : 2,088
S S — : 10,627 * 17,626 1,653
1962 —t 9,856 : 15,061 : 2,196
1963 = mm i m e 8,760 : 16,2L5 2,13L
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The annual exports of fresh or frozen beef and véal, which
ranged between 7 million pounds and 11 million pounds in 1958-63,
were insignificant in relation to annual imports thereof. The
exports of canned beef and veal were small in relation to imports;
whereas the exports of pickled and cured beef were substantially
larger than the imports of such beef.

Generally the bulk of the U.S. exports of beef and beef pro-
ducts, particularly of fresh and frozen beef, have been for the
use of U.S. citizens residing abroad. U.S._prices for beef have
generally been too high to permit sales for ordinary local consump-
tion in foreign markets. Owing to the shortage of beef fhat has
developed in Europe since 1963, beef prices there have been rising.
Early in May 196L, at the request of the President, representatives
of U.S. cattle prodﬁcers visited various Furopean countries to
explore the possibilities for increased exports of U.S. beef to
those countries. On returning they reported finding a potential
export market for U.S. beef. On May 26, the U.S5. Department of
Agriculture and the American Meat Institute signed a market develop-
ment agreement providing for a jointly financed program to promote
commercial sales of U.S. meat in Western European countries. By
June 10, 196k, the latest date for which information is available
to the Tariff Commission for use in this report, several exploratory

sales to Europe had been made. l/ The beef consumed by Buropeans

1/ U.S. Department of Agriculture release No. 1905-6L, June 9,
196L.
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generally lacks the finish of the Choice or Prime grades now in
abundant supply in the United States. Accordingly, the U.S.
exports for consumption by Europeans will probably consist pre-

dominantly of Good or lower grades, at least during the immediate

future.
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FOREIGN PRODUCTION AND TRADE

This chapter relates primarily to the production and for-
elgn trade of cattle, beef, and veal by the countries (or groups
of countries) that’are the major participants in the free-world
trade in these prdducts, or that are the principal suppliers of
U.S. imports, namely: (1) The European Economic Community (EEC)j 1/
(2) the United Kingdom; (3) the Republic of Ireland; (L) Australia
and -New Zealand; (5) Argentina and Uruguay; (é) Canada and Mexicos
and (7) selected countries in Central America. g/ Although some
of these countries are important producers of, or have substantial
trade in, canned and other processed beef products, the discussion
is confined primarily to production and trade in fresh, chilled,
and frozen beef and veal.

The six members of the EEC and the ﬁnited Kingdom are impor-
tant producers and consumers of beef and veal. Each of these
areas, like the United States, 1s also a substantial net importer

of beef and veal. The Republic of Ireland, Australia, New Zealand,

1/ In this report, EEC refers to the six original member States:
France, Italy, West Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxem-
bourg. .

g/ Includes Costa Rica, Guatemala, Honduras, and Nicaragua; inas-

- much as the international trade in beef and veal of El Salvador and
of Panama is small, they are not considered in this report.
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Argentina, Uruguay, and the four Central American Republics, on the
other hand, are on a large export basis and together account for
the bulk of the free-world exports of beef and veal,

The Republic of Ireland supplies the United Kingdom with
fresh beef and veal, particularly table grades, as well as slaughter‘
cattle. In addition, Ireland exports small quantities of these
products to the EEC countries; it is also a major supplier of U.S.
imports of manufacturing grades of frozen boneless beef. l/
Australia and New Zealand have shipped significant quantities of
frozen boneless beef to the United Kingdom, but their principal
foreign outlet for this type of beef in recent years has been the
United States. Australia and New Zealand do not participate
significantly in the beef import trade of the EEC countries. The
exports by Argentina and Uruguay of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef
go principally to the United Kingdom and the EEC countries. g/

The four Central American Republics are important U.S. suppliers
of boneless and bone-in beef, whereas Canada and Mexico are major

sources of the U,S. imports of cattle. U.S. imports of manufactur-

1/ The predominant bulk of the U.S, imports, consisting of lean
manufacturing beef derived from grass-fed cattle, is probably com-
parable in quality to the official U.S. grades of Cutter or Canner.
Little, if any, of the beef produced in the foreign countries here-
in considered would grade as high as the U.S. grades of Prime,
Choice, or Good, which apply almost exclusively to beef derived
from cattle that have been intensively grain fed.

2/ The presence of foot-and-mouth disease in Argentina and
Uruguay precludes their exporting fresh, chilled, or frozen beef
and veal to the United States (see chapter on U,S. customs treat-
ment and other import restrictions).
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ing beef from Mexico have been substantial; the imports of beef-

and veal from Canada have been negligible.

In 1958-63, the pattern of free-world production and trade in

beef and veal changed significantly (table 7).

In 1963 the ag-

gregate output of beef and veal in the countries herein considered

amounted‘to 23.1 billion pounds, compared with 19.9 billion pounds

in 1958, The following tabulation shows the production of beef

and veal in 1958 and 1963 in these importing and exporting coun-

tries:
: : : Percent of
Country or area : 1958 : 1963 increase,
: : : 1963 over 1958
: Million : Million :
: pounds : pounds ¢
Importing countries or areas: : H
EEC—mmm e e : 6,854 ¢+ 9,039 : 32
United Kingdom---=——===m== : 1,821 : 2,083 : 1l
Total-—-m——mm e m e : 8,675 ¢ 11,122 : 28
Exporting countries or areas: H ‘ :
Argentina and Uruguay----- s 6,117 = 6,159 : 1
Australia and New Zealand-: 2,489 :+ 2,72L 1 9
Canada————————m—m————————— : 1,314 ¢ 1,537 s 17
MeXiCOommmmmmmm — e e : 992 : 1,119 : 13
Central America------—=-—-- s 189 : 225 19
Republic of Ireland------- : 172 2Ll L2
Total=mmmm—m e e ¢ 11,273 ¢ 12,008 : 7

2]

The rate of increase in aggregate production from 1958 to 1963

was much more pronounced in the importing countries than in the

exporting countries. Whereas the output of beef and veal in the

importing countries rose by 2.4 billion pounds (about 28 percent)
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from 1958 to 1963, production in the exporting countries increased

by 0.7 billion pounds (7 peréent). 1/ 1In 1963 the total production
of beef and veal in the importing countries shown above was nearly

equivalent to that in the exporting countries.

The total exports by the exporting countries rose from about
1.6 billion pounds (product weight) in 1958 to 1.8 billion in
1959, and then declined to about 1.5 billion pounds in 1961
(table 8). Thereafter their exports rose sharply toAE.S billion
in 1963. The combined exports from Argentina and Uruguay ranged
between abopt 0.6 billion pounds apd about 0.9 billion pounds
. anmually in 1958-61; they then increased sharply to about 1.3
billion pounds in 1963, owing largely to shortages of meat in
Western Europe in that year. Currently (in 1964), the beef
available for export--particularly in Argentina--1is in shbrt
suﬁply.

The combined output of beef and veal in Australia-New Zealand
was about 9 percent higher in 1963 than in 1958, as were thelr |
exports. The increase in such exports was accompanied by a pro-
nounced change in their destination., Their exports to the United
‘Kingdom declined, whereas those to the United States increaéed

substantially. The strong demand in the United States for manu-

1/ U.S. capital, although represented, accounts for only a
small part of the total investment in the raising or slaughter-
ing of cattle or in the processing of beef in any of these
countries,
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facturing beef and the high U.S. prices for such meat in relation
to those in the United Kingdom made the U.S. market more attrac-

tive than that of the United Kingdom, Meanwhile, the output of -

beef and veal in the United Kingdom increased and its dependence

upon imports declined.

The exports of beef and veal from Mexico and Canada did not
increase significantly in 1958-63. The Republic of Ireland in-
creased its exports of table beef to the United Kingaom and its
shipments of manufacturing beef to the United States during that
period. Concurrently, the exports of manufacturing beef to the

United States by the four Central American Republics also rose.

The European Economic Community

The European Economic Community takes a significant portion
of world exports of beef and veal. vThe six members of the Com-
munity also import substantial quantities of cattle from nearby
couniries 40 supplement their domestic supplies of slaughter
cattle.
Production

The production of beef and veal in the EEC increased steadily
from 6.9 billion pounds in 1958 to 9.0 billion pounds in 1963,
Severe weather in the winter of 1962-63, coupled with feed short-

ages, were important factors that contributed to the increased

slaughter during 1963. The increase in annual output from 1958 to
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1963 amounted to nearly 2.2 billion pounds; France accounted for
about 0.8 billion of that total, Italy for 0.7 billion, and West
Germany for about 0.4 billion. The Netherlands accounted for
most of the remainder,

Although beef and veai are produced within the Community from
both domestic and imported cattle, the great bulk of the increased
production came from domestic animals. 1/ From 1958 to 1962, the
cattle population of the Community rose from about Ll million head
to ébout 49 million. Following the heavy slaughtering during
1963, the cattle population of the EEC amounted to about
L8 million at the beginning of 196 (table 9). In 1963, about Ll
percent of the cattle were in France, 27 percent were in West
" Germany, and 19 percent in Italy. The Netherlands and Belgium-
‘Luxembourg accounted for the remainder in approximately edual
proportion,

| The increased output of beef and veal in the Community
during 1958-63 occurred with little change in land use and stem-
med mainly from improved management practices. In several of
these countries, the national governments adopted policies to
encourage the consolidation of small farms into larger, more

efficient operating units and otherwise encouraged productior.

1/ The trend in the total number of cattle imported from
nonmember countries has been upward since 1958; however, the
imports have not increased in relation to the total number of
animals slaughtered. In each of the years 1958-63 the imports
of cattle were equivalent to about 3 percent of the number of
cattle slaughtered.
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Under its economic and social development program for 1961~
65, the Government of France has endeavored to increase the
annual output of beef and other‘meét, with a view to supplying a
greater share of the Community's requirements. The objective for
beef is a 35-percent increase in production by 1965 over the 1959
level, The Government endeavors to stabilize prices and supplies
of beef and veal by direct market intervention and offers
financial support to producers endeavoring to consoiidate land
holdings into more efficient operating units, The 1961-65
development program provides for increases in France's agri-
cultural extension services and for loans to farmers for the
.purchase of machinery.

Although most of the beef produced in France is a byproduct
.of dairy farming, there is also substantial output from beef
herds., In 1961 about 12 percent of the slaughter cattle were
beef bfeeds; about the same proportion consisted of crossbreeds
from dairy cows and beef bulls. Dairy breeds accounted for
about 50 percent of the total; the remainder consisted of native
all-purpose breeds, commonly used as work, dairy, and meat
animals.

The raising of slaughter cattle in France is concentrated

in the central and northern sections, where about half of the

country's pasturelands are located., Supplemental feeding in the
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winter months utilizes principally hay and other fodder.
Slaughter cattle arevgenerally fed supplemental rations about L
to 5 months, except in the Normandy area, where only about 2
months of such feeding is required, In recent years, growers
have concentrated on the production of lean grades of meat, and
there has been much emphasis on the production of "baby beef'--
i.e., beef from young bulls which are slaughtered at the age of
12 to 1l months. Such animals yield tender beef, with some
marbling and a minimum covering of fat. |

In West Germany, the second largest producer of beef and:
veal in the EEC, almost all the cattle slaughtered far beef aré
‘dual-purpose animals railsed on dairy farms; As in France,
,producers in West Germany have emphasized the production
of lean meat in recent years. About 35 percent of the cattle
population is comprised of Holsteins, while the remainder con-
sists largely of a number of breeds native to Germany. Subple-
mental feeding prevails in all areas during the winter months;
usually hay, silage, sugar beet residue, and some grain (chiefly
barley and rye) are used for this purpose. Generally the animals
reach slaughter weight at about 2 to 3-1/2 years, but the tendeﬁcy
~is to market the animals at earlier ages. Althbugh there has

’

been a gradual consolidation of farms, the great bulk of the

cattle in Western Germany are still maintained on small holdings.




63

Aboﬁt 90 percent of the farms consist of less than 50 acres
each; most of the remainder range from 50 acres to 125 acres
each., Elsewhere in the EEC, most of the cattle are dual-purpose
animals, raised generally on small, family-operated farms.

Foreign trade

During 1959-62, the Community's imports of beef and veal
from nonmember countries ranged between 0.2 billion pounds and
6.3 billion pounds annually (product weight) with no indicated
trend, During that period, however, the exports to nonmember
countries rose withouf interruption from nearly 0.05 billion
pounds to about 0.2 blllion pounds. Thus, as measuréd by
its net forelgn trade (i.e., total imports from nonmember
countries less the exports thereto), the dependence of the EEC
‘countries upon impoits of beef and veal declined substantially
from 1959 to 1962, In that period its net imports decreased
from about 0.3 billion pounds to about 0.1 billion pounds. - The
Community's exports to nonmember countries were much lower in
1963 than in 1962, and its imports from such countries were much
higher. From 1962 to 1963, the imports of beef and veal from
nonmember countries doubled, riéing from about 0.3 billion pounds
to about 0.6 billion. Concurrently, its exports to nonmember
countries declined from more than 0,2 billion to about 0.1 billion;'

thus the net imports from nonmember countries rose from about 0.1

billion pounds in 1962 to nearly 0.5 billion in 1963. Preliminary-
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information indicates that the imports into the EEC countries
are likely to be significantly higher in 196l than in 1963,
The continued strong consumsr demand for beef and other meats,
coupled with shortages of slaughter animals, resulted in higher
meat prices late in 1963, Early in 196l most members of thé
Community were encouraging imports from nonmember countries.
Argentina-Uruguay, Denmark, Yugoslavia, and the Irish
Republic, and other nearby European countries have béen the
pfincipal sources of the imports of beef arnd veal by the Com-
munity. Argentina-Uruguay supply large quantities of frozen
boneless beef for processing, along with fresh, chilled, or

frozen table meat. The imports from nearby European countries

consist chiefly of table m=at.
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The United Kingdom

Within the United Kingdom the trend in the per caplta con-
sumption of beef and Véal has been upward; such consumption, how-
ever, has fluctuated markedly from year to year in response to
changes in the relationshlip of the prices of beef to those of
other meats and poultry. Inasmuch as the increase in its pro-
duction has exceeded the increase in its consumption, that coun-
try's dependence oﬁ imports has diminished. Whereas imports sup-
plied more than 50 percent of the consumption of beef and veal
in the years immediately before World War II, the imports sup-
plied only about 30 percent of the consumption in 1960-63. Not-
withstanding, the United Kingdom continues to be one of the major
importers df beef and veal; in 1962 its imports, supplled largely
by Argentina and Uruguay, were exceeded only by those of the
United States.

Production

The average annual production of beef and veal iﬁ thé United
Kingdom declined from 1.8 billion pounds in 1958 to 1.6 billion
in 1959, and then rose without interruption to 2.1 billion pounds
in 1963 (table 7). To a significant extent, the increased out-
put of beef in the United Kingdom resulted from the Government's -

efforts to stimulate meat production through a system of subsidy
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payments to producers of beef cattle. l/ The total number of
cattle in the United Kingdom rose from 10.8 million head in
1958 to 11.7 million in 1961 and amounted to 11.5 million head in
1964 (table 9). Most of the cattle used for the production of
beef are crossbreeds of dalry cows and beef bulls. Only about
10 percent of the cattle are of pure beef breeds--principally
Hereford, Angus, and Shorthorn. The meat from such cattle is
used chiefly for the restaurant and hotel trade and finds little
demand in retall outlets because of consumers' preference for
the lower priced, leaner grades of beef. Efforts are reportedly
beiné made to produce leaner animals which can be slaughfered at
an early age and yleld the dressing percentage now derived froﬁ
beef breeds.

In areas where there is adequate pasture for summer grazing
and sultable land for the production of fodder and silage for
winter feed--notably in the Midlands and southwestern England--
the cattle are generally bred'and.fed to slaughter weight oﬁ the
same farm. In other areas--notably sectlons of Wales, northern

England, and Scotland--many producers specialize in the breeding

1/ The cattle subsidy program, which has been 1n effect since
1946, consists of payments to producers on steers weighing L80
pounds or more (live weight) and on heifers weighing at least
730 pounds. The payments are based on differences between
prices guaranteed by the Government and the market prices re-
ceived by the producers of cattle. Imports of cattle from the
Republic of Ireland qualify for the subsidy program provided
they are fed in the United Kingdom for a period of 3 months
prior to slaughter.
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and raising of cattle for sale as feeder cattle. This stock is
éénéréiiy fed supplemental rations during the winter months, and
then sold tq farmers who specialize in finish feeding.
Imports

Concurrently with the United Kingdom's increased output of
beef and veal, its imports of these products declined by about
28 percent from 1958 to 1961, or from 0.9 billion pounds (product
welght) to 0.6 billion. Although the imports increased there-
after to 0.8 billion pounds in 1963, they were about 11 percent
lower in that year than in 1958. The annuél imports of cattle
in the United Kingdom, virtually all from Ireland, averaged about
0.6 million head annually during 1958-63.

The Unlted Kingdom condﬁcts its import trade in beef and
veal largely on the basls of bilateral agreements. Agreements
with Argéntina and Uruguay respecting beef and veal are subject
to frequent revision to control the volume and flow of the
entries so as to stabllize supplies and prices within the ﬁnited
Kingdom. In 1952 the United Kingdom entered into a 15-year
agreement with Australia under which the United Kingdom guaran-
teed a minimum price for 1ts purchases of Australian beef and
contracted to take virtually all of Australia's exports during

the period of the agreement. }/ As the production>of beef and

}/‘Under a long-term agreement negotlated earlier with New
Zealand, the United Kingdom had also contracted for most of that
country's total exports until 1967; that agreement was terminated
in 195 : ' '
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veal within the United Kingdom increased, however, and as
greater supplies of higher quality fresh and chilled carcass
beef from other counﬁries became available, the United Kingdom's
need for exclusive rights to the beéf exports of Australia de-
creased. Hence, the agreement witﬁ Australis respecting im-
ports of low-grade beef was terminated in 1958; that for higher
grades of beef was ended in 1961.

After 1958 exports of frozen beef by Australia and New
Zealand declined sharply both in absolute and relative amounts
(table 8). Whereas those two countries supﬁlied about a third
of the United Kingdom's imports in 1958, their part of such
trade declined to less than a tenth by 1963. The bulk of the
imports by the United Kingdom, consisting chiefly of fresh or
ghilled carcass beef which 1s more highly regarded than frozen
beef, 1s supplied chiefly by Argentina-Uruguay. In 1963
Argentina-Uruguay supplied about three-fourths of the imports
by the United Kingdom; together, the Republic of Ireland and

Yugoslayia supplied about a tenth.

Republic of Ireland

i

The annual production of beef and veal in the Republic of
Ireland has increased rapidly in the past decade. The Increase

reflects, in part, Government programs to promote the production

and exportation of these products to obtain forelgn exchange, and
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to increase domestic supplies of food and industrial raw mater-
lals derived from the production of caftle. Livestock production
is the most‘important agricultural activity of Ireland, and the
exportation of livestock and meat products provides a large part
of that country's foreign-exchange receipts. Currently, Ireland
is one of the largest exporters of beef and veal and one of the
major suppliers of-U.S. imports.,  In 1963 it ranked third, after
Australia and New Zealand, as a source of U.S. imporfs of bone-
less beef; in that year Ireland accounted for about 7 perceﬁt
of U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal,
Production

The annual production of beef and veal in the Republic of
Ireland increased from 172 million pounds in 1958 to 28L million
in 1961 and amounted to about 2Ll million pounds in each of the
years 1962 and 1963 (table 7)., The strong demand for beef both
in the domestic and export markets, coupled with the Government
incentive programs, has resulted in an upward trend in the total
number of cattle in Ireland. In 196L the cattle population
reached a record high of L.4 million head, an increase of 10
ﬁercent over that of 1958 (table 9).

In Ireland beef cattle are produced largely on dairy farms.

Since pasturelands are abundant and winters are generally mild,

supplemental feeding is not necessary. The beef cattle are
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chiefly crossbreeds produced from dairy cows and beef bulls;
only about 5 percent are purebreds, chlefly Hereford, Ahgus, and
Shorthorn.' Most beef calves are sbld when theyvare about é yesat
old,‘after which they are pastured at least one season, usually
in the northwestern or midlahd part of Ireland. Thereafter they
are sold to farmers who specialize in finish‘feeding. |

fhe Government of Ireland maintains a number of projects ﬁo
encourage livestock production, the most iﬁportant of which is
the‘so—called fat-cattle subsidy assuring bayments on cattle
slaﬁghtered for export;‘ The amount of £he subsidy is designed
to compensate for the difference between prices guaranteed by‘
“the Go&ernment and the actual prices received by producérs.
| Only steérs that welgh at least 730 pounds and have a dressing
percentage of at least 5L percent qualify for such payments.
Subsidy payments are also made on comparable cattle exported
to the United Kingdom, provided they are slaughtéred withih 72
hours after arrival. E/ Moreover, the Government assists pro-
ducers in herd improvement by providing purebred breeding Stock
on a lease basis, It also assists in the eradication of bovine
tuberculosis and maintains programs for 1and reclamation and

the improvement of farm facilities.

1/ As noted earlier, Irish beef cattle fed in the United
Kingdom for a period of 3 months qualify for subsidies paid by
. the Government of the United Kingdom to domestic growers.
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'Exports

Ireland's annual exports of beef and veal rose from 59
million pounds (product weight) in 1958 to 165 million pounds in
1961 and averaged 134 million pounds annually in 1962-63. Ex- |
ports to the United States accounted for nearly 60 percent of
Ireland's shipments to all countries in 1963, compared with 53
percent in 1958. E/ Shipments to the United Kingdom amounted to
38 million pounds in 1963 (28 percent of the total),. compared
with 6 million pounds in 1958 (10 percent of the total). Thé
trepd in Ireland's annual exports of beef and veal.to countries
other than the United States and the United Kingdom Was.down-
ward; such shipments declined from about 22 million pounds in
1958 to 8 million pounds in 1962, and amounted to 16 million
pounds in 1963.

Whereas more than 90 percent of Ireland's shipments to the
United States in recent years have consisted of frozen boneless
‘beef, most of 1ts exports to the United Kingdom have been of
fresh or chilled beef. In addition, Ireland has exported sub-
stantial numbers of cattle to the United Kingdom for eventual
slaughter in that country. In recent years, Ireland has also
exported small quantities to the EEC. 1In the period 1958-62
the annual net exports of cattle averaged about 500,000 head,
with no discernible trend, and were equivalent to about 12 per-

cent of the cattle reported on Irish farms in those years.

1/ In February 1964 quantitative restrictions were imposed by
Ireland on its exports of beef and veal to the United States (see
the chapter on U.S. imports).
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Australia and New Zealand

Y

Although the combined output of beef and veal in Australia
and New Zealand accounts for a small part of free-world production;
both countries produce substantial quantities for export; to-
gether they rank second (after Argentina-Uruguay) as suppliers of
the free-world exports of beef and veal. In recent years the
United States has been the principal market for the beef and veal
exported by Australia and New Zealand; in 1963 these two countries
supplied 76 percent of the U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or
frozen beef and veal. 1/ |
Australia

Notwithstanding the rapid industrial growth in the Common-
wealth of Australié, agriculture continues to account for a sub-
stantial part of the gross national product of that country, and
agricultural products comprise the bulk of its exports. In 1963,
beef and veal accounted for nearly a tenth of the value of
Australia's commodity exports.,

Production.--The anmual production of beef and veal in
Australia aﬁounted to 1.9 billion pounds in 1958 when high prices,
coupled with a drought in some sections, resulted in a high level

of slaughter (table 7). Thereafter production declined to 1.5

1/ In February 196l;, quantitative restrictions were imposed by
Australia and New Zealand on their exports of beef and veal to
the United States (see the chapter on U.S. imports).
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billion pounds in 1960, since producers retained their cattle to
rebuild herds. From 1§60 to 1963 the output rose to about 2.1
billion pouhds; most of this increase was reportedly from the
slaughter of cattle produced in regions that had not been
seriously affected by the aforemsntioned drought.

In 196L, the number of cattle in Australia reached 19.1
million head, or aﬁout 13 percent above the number in 1958
(table 9). Virtually all the increase consisted of Beef cattle,
particularly cows, l/ The beef herd numbered 14 million head in
196L, or nearly three-fourths of the total cattle population.
The dairy herdA has averaged about 5 million head annually and
has ndt changed significantly in recent years.

Australia's beef herds are heavily concentrated in Queens-
1and, New South Wales, and Victoria (fig. 6). Together these
States accounted for about 80 percent of the number of beef cattle
in 1962; the remainder were located chiefly in the Northern
Territory and the Kimberly region of Wéstern Australia. The
great bulk of the increase in cattle numbers from 1958 to 1963
occurred in New South Wales and Victoria, where diversified
farming is practiced. In those States favorable weather conditions,
extensive pasture improvements, and the proximity to Australia's
population centers contributed to the growtﬁ in cattle numbers,

In other areas--particularly in some sections of Queensland and

1/ In 1961, cows constituted about half of the total beef herd;
more recent data are not available.
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the Northern Territory--frequent droughts have inhibited the
expansion of production in recent years.

Althoﬁgh Shorthorn, Hereford,'and Angus are the main beef
breeds, Brahman and Santa Gertrudis cattle are popular in some
regions, particularly in the Northern Territory. Virtually all
beef cattle are grass fattened. Although some feedlot operations
have been established, they are largely on an exﬁerimental basis,
The cost of grain relative‘to the price of cattle generally makes
large-scale operations of this type uneconomic, Moreover, the
demand for grain-fattened cattle in Australia appears to be
small. |

Producing conditions vary widely in Australia. In New South
Wales and Victoria, where cattle generally are grazed with sheep,
.land holdings for commercial cattle operations range from 700 to
5,000 acres each, In central Queensland, operations involving
20,000 acres each are common, while in the Northern Territory
and in the Kimberly region of Western Australia (where the carry-
ing capacity of the land may be as low as 6 head per square
mile) a number of ranches exceed 3 million acres. In northern
‘and western Australia, where cattle are generally raised by large
corporations, the animals were formerly driven several hundred
miles to railheads for shipment to slaughtér. In recent years,

many "beef roads" have been developed under the direction of the

Australian Meat Board, which is comprised of representatives of
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the Government, producers, and exporters. Now most of the animals
move to the rail terminals by "truck trains." l/ The improved |
transportation facilities permit younger catile to be marketed.

In the past, both the Commonwealth and the State Governments
of Australia have provided substantial assistance to producers of
cattle, With governmental assistance, water reservoirs and wells
have been construcfed along stock routes to reduce drought
hazards. As an incentive for increasing productive éapacity, the
Government allows cash expenditures for pasture improvement and
pest and disease control to be treated, for tax purposes, as
operating expenses rather than capital improvements. Much of the
land used for grazing is leased from the Government on a long-
term basis. The Australian Meat Board gives financial assistance
to organizations active in the promotion of exports, maintains
active lists of accredited foreign importers with whom Australian
exporters are required to deal, and conducts research in the field
of livestock production and marketing.

Most of Australia's major meat-packing plants are modern and
efficient; the‘unit costs of production tend to be high, however,
for a number of reasons, including seasonal closings. Generally,
slaughtering plants have holding pastures for finish grazing and

many of them operate their own ranches. A number of municipalities

1/ "Truck trains" consist of coupled truck trailers powered by
a truck tractor.
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own terminal markets and packinghouses which they operate by col-
lecting fees for the services performed.

Australian beef is graded officially as first, second, or
third (boned or manufacturing) quality. The Commonwealth Meat
Inspection Service supervises the production of meat for export.
The bulk of the Australian output is comparable to U.S. beef df
Standard or Commercial grades; a small portion would probably
grade Good by U,S. standards. The frozen boneless béef for
the U.S. market, which is obtained principally from L~ to
5-year-old cattle, would normally grade U.S. Cutter or -

Canner. |

EEEorts.-~Although Australia's exports of beef and veal have
fluctuated widely from year to year since 1958, the trend has been
éharply upward, Exports rose from 284 million pounds (product |
weight) in 1958 to 513 million pounds in 1959, declined to 301
million in 1961, and then rose to a record high of 58l million in
1963 (table 8). 1/ Before 1959, virtually all Australia's exports
'of beef and veal were shipped to the British Commonwealth., In
October 1958, however, Australia's "meat agreement" with the
United Kingdom was modified. g/ Thereafter Australian exports to

non-Commonwealth countries increased markedly. From 1958 to 1963

1/ Data on Australia's exports are for the 12 months ending
June 30 of the year named.

2/ For details regarding this agreement, see section of this
chapter on the United Kingdom, :




78

Australia's annual shipments to the United States rose from 11 / )
million pounds to L75 million pounds, while the annual shipments
to the United Kingdom declined from 217 million pounds to 62
million pounds. In 1963 the United States togk 81 percent of
Australia's exports of beef and tﬁe United Kingdom took 11
percent, The correspondlng percentages for 1958 were, re-
spectively, L percent and 76 percent. B
New Zealand 1/ | -
Although New Zealand accounts for only a small part of the N
free-world output of beef and veal, it has long been one of the
leading exporters of these products. In 1963 more than 90
percent of New Zealand's foreign»éxchange recelpts fromvits
merchandise accouht»were derived from the exportat;on of livestock
products (chiefly wool, meat, dairy products, and hides and skins,
in that order). In that year the exports of beef and veal were
equivalent to about 8 percent of the total exports.
Production.—-The production of beef and veal in New Zealand
amounted to about 592 million pounds in 1958; it declined to
525 million pounds in‘l959, to 52l million pounds in 1960, and then
rose to a record high of 663 million pbunds in 1962; In 1963,
production amounted to 638 million pounds (table 7).

The economy of New Zealand is based primarily on agriculture,

particularly the production of livestock and livestock products.

1/ Data for New Zealandfs production relate to _years ending
Sept. 303 export data are for calendar years.
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 New Zealand's farm policy, especially since World War II, has
encouraged the development of grassland areas for Ehe production
of sheep and cattle. The numbe;,of cattle on farm$ rose without
interruption from about 5.9 million head in 1958 to about 6.7

. million in 196L (table 9). Most of that increase was attributable
to the growth of beef herds. Dairy cattle have numbered about
3 million head in>récent|years.

Althoggb large numbers of young dairy calves are slaughtered -

for the production of veal (chiefly for domestio.use), the greag i
bulk of New Zealand's slaughter cattle come from beéf breeds-- |
chiefly Angus, Hereford, and:Shorthorn, in that order. l/ In
New'Zealénd a‘typical beéf herd numbers from 100 to 300 head.
4Virtualiy al} cattle are g%ass-fed and grass-fattened. Although
‘the production of silage is increasing, the high cost has tended
to inhibit its use. During the winter the great bulk of the
animals are usually fed on hay. Gattle,genefally attain slaughter
weight ab the age of 2 to 3 years. The. great bulk of the catile
ére;grazed'on the same land as sheep. In the North Island,
where about 35‘percent of the beef cattle ;re located, the cattle-
~sheep ratio is usually gbou@ 1 to L, in recent years, the éx—
tensive ‘application of‘fertilizer, together with the clearance

of new grazing areas, has resulted in marked increases in

. availability -and carrying capacity of grazing land.

1/ In 1960 about two-thirds of the beef herd consisted of
Angus.

Col -
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Exports.--New Zealand's exports of beef and veal, which
amounted to 260 million pounds in 1958, ranged between 199
‘million and 221 million annually in 1959-61, and rose to 285
million pounds in 1963 (table 8). The United States, by.far
the leading foreign market, accounted for about 77 percent of
New Zealand's exports in 1962-63. Since 1959, New Zealand has
ranked second to Australia as a supplier of U.S. imports of
fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal. In 1963, Néw Zealand
supplied about 2L percent of the total U.S, imports of such meat.

" In New Zealand, meat destined for export is derived from
cattle slaughtered at specially licensed slaughterhouses; 36
such pldnts are currently in operation. The grading of such
meat is a major fuhctipn of the Meat Producers Board. There are
five grade classifications: Chilled beef, baby beef, good
average beef, fair average beéf, and boned beef. Few, if any,
cattle yield beef that would grade Choice by U.S. standards
since grain feeding is rare. Minimum prices for exported meats
are fixed by a Meat Export Prices Committee, which i1s made up of
industry and Government representatives. Since 1958, however,
the prices received for exported beef and veal have exceeded‘the'
established minimum prices. The Meat Producers Board also as-
sists in negotiating shipping contracts, allocating shipping

space, financing new slaughter plants, and in sales-promotion

campaigns.




81

Argentina and Uruguay

The aggregate annual outpuf of beef and veal in Argentina-
Uruguay is exceeded only by the prbduction of such products in -
the United States and in the European Economic Community. As
indicated earlier, Argentina and Uruguay together are the world's
largest exporters of beef and veul. Virtually all their exports
of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal go to the United
Kingdom and continental Europe. |
Argentina

 Argentina's economy, which is primarily agricultural, is
based in lérge measure on the production of livestock. Agricultural
.products constitute the country's most important exports; in recent
‘years, beef and veal have accounted for more than 10 percent of
‘the total value of Argentina's exports.

Production.--Argentina's production of beef and veal amounted
%o 5.6 billion pounds in 1958, declined to 3.9 billion pounds in
1959, and then rose to 5.5 billion pounds in 1963 (table 7). The
high level of output in 1963--0.8 billion pounds above the 1962
level--resulted in part from increased slaughtering brought on by
a widespread drought.

The number of cattle in Argentina amounted to 41.5 million
head in 196k, compared with 1.0 million head in 1963 and L3.3

million in 1962 (table 9). The average cattle population was at

about the same level in 1963-6lL as in 1951-55. The failure of
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Argentina's beef industry to grow significantly in the past decade
resulted from a number‘of factors, including lowvmarket prices in
relation to costs of production, unfavorable weather conditlons,
high export and sales taxes on livestock and meat, and the fact
that the industry had not recovered fully from restrictive
measures unfavorable tq agriculture that had been undertaken by
the Peron regime. |

About 85 percent of Argentina's cattle populatidn is com-
prised of beef breeds, with Angus and Shorthorn predominating.

In recent years there have been considerable imports of Brahman
cattle for use in areas--particularly in the north--whefe high
resistance to heat and insects is required. Production is con-
centrated in the central plain (called the Pampa), a seml-
circular area extending for about 300 miles from the city of
Buenos Aires.

Alfalfa is the principal forage crop, but many of the'cattie
are grazed on green cereal crops in the winter months. In
Argentina few slaughter animals are grain fed., Slaughter steers
and heifers born in the Pampa are usually put on special fatten-
ing pastures shortly after weaning. On the best pastures the
animals attain slaughter weight at the age of 18 to 2l months,
The bulk of the cattle marketed, however, are 3 to L years

of age, In the past decade the annual rate of slaughter has in-

creased in relation to the total cattle population, because of a
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marked tendency to market the animals at an earlier age. In the
Pampa the pastures are‘available on a year-round basis but are
seldom fully utilized, Each year large numbers of cattle are
moved there from less fertile areas for finish feeding. A well-
developed network of rail and highway systems provides‘adequate
transportation to the major domestic consuming centers and ports
of exportation. Iﬁ areas outside the Pampa, pastures are
usually unimproved and not intensively managed; theif carrying
capacity per acre is low. Most of the areas to the west énd the
north are‘semiarid; there the soil is less fertile thanvthat in
the Pampa, few improved pastures exist, and transportation
facilities are limited.

Throughout Argentina, and especially in the Pampa, livestock
6perations tend to be large. The 1960 census data for that
country indicate that the herds of more than 120 enterprises in
the Pampa exceed 10,000 cattle. Nearly half of the cattle in
that region are in herds of 1,000 head or more. For the country
as a whole losses from exposure and disease are generally high,
and productivity is low. Cattle deaths from all causes reportedly
reduce Argentina's annual production of beef and veal by as much
as 20 percent, The Government 1s now engaged in an extensive
program designed to eradicate foot-and-mouth and other diseases.

Government control over the Argentine meat industry ls exer-

cised mainly through the National Meat Board, which is composed
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of representatives of the Government, the meatpackers, and the
{growers. The principal function of the Meat anrd is to promote
animal husbandry and to encourage ékports. The Argentine
Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock is responsible for in-
specting the operations of packinghouses and grading thé meat
for export.

EEEorts.—-Argentina‘s exports of beef and veal, which consiét
chiefly of chiiled carcasses, frozen boneless meat, and frozen
carcasses, in that order, amounted to abou£ 1.2 billion pounds in
1963, compared with 0.9 billion in 1962 (table 8). In ééch of
these years, nearly 50 percent of the exports went to the Unitéd
Kingdom, and 31 percent to the EEC; other European countries
»received most of the remainder, l/ Argentina's shipments to the
United Kingdom consisted predominantly of chilled beef (mostly
carcass beef). The shipments to continental Europe were chiefly
of frozen boneless meat for processing, and of frozen and éhilled
carcass beef. Since late 1963, weather conditions have been
'favorable and growers have been withholding cattle from slaughter
for herd expansion. Concurrently, the domestic consumption of
Beef has remained at a high level and the beef supplies availabie
for export have declined. Accordingly, producers in Argentina

have had difficulty in fulfilling their export commitments.

‘ T/ Argentina's exports of beef and veal to the United States
consist entirely of processed products--principally canned
corned beef,




85

Early in May 196L, the Government of Argentina issued a series of
decrees designed to regulate domestic and export sales, with a
view to maximizing the:available supply of beef and veal for
domestic consumption and exportation,
Uruguay
Agriculture and related food-product industries account for

more than half of Uruguay's gross national product. Exports of
livestock products (principally wool, meat, and meat'products)
account for the bulk of Uruguay's commodity exports, In 1961,
the beef and veal accounted for nearly a tenth of thg value of
all exports.

| Production,--Notwithstanding marked year-to-year fluctua-
tions in Uruguay's annual production of beef and veal, the
fécent trend has been slightly upward (table 7). Although the
average annual output rose from 543 million pounds in 1958-59
to 626 million pounds in 1962-63, production in the latter -
period was only about 2 percent higher than in 1951-55,

In Uruguay, cattle are raised in nearly all regions, Its

cattle population is estimated to have been 8.7 million head
in 196k, compared with 7.4 million in 1958 (table 9). Virtually"
all the cattle--most of which are Herefords--are grass fed and

fattened, usually on the same land as sheep. The carrying

capacity of most of the pastures tends to be limited largely
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because of frequent droughts. Generally, Uruguayan cattle attain -
slaughter weight when fhey are 3 to lj years of age. Average |
productivity is low because of nutritional deficiencies and the
prevalence of foot-and-mouth and other diseases. Most of the
beef and veal exported from Uruguay is processed by'four large
packing plants, Unlike the meat sold for domestic consumption,
that produced for export is graded and inspected under Government
supervision. Most exported beef would probably gradé Commercial -
or Good'by U.S, standards,
‘Ezgorts.——Uruguay’s annual exports of beef and veal rose
almost without interruption from 37 million pounds (prodﬁct
iweiéht) in 1958, to about 1LO million in 1963 (table 8). Such
exports, however, were not appreciably higher in 1963 than in
the early 1950's. Its exports of chilled beef, which accounted
for nearly half of the volume shipped abroad in 1963, were sold
almost exclusively to the United Kingdom. Its exports of frozen

beef went principally to the European Economic Community., 1/

1/ Uruguay's exports of beef and veal to the Unlted States con-
sist entirely of processed products.
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Canada and Mexico

Cattle raising in Canada and in northern Mexico is similar
to that in contiguous areas of the United States. For muny
years there has been considerable trade in breeding stock be-
tween the border areas of the United States and adjacent areas
in those two countries, Trends in the beef-cattle population
of the three countries have been similar. The beef exported
from Canada and Mexico to the United States has been principally
in the form of live animals--chiefly feeder and stocker calveé
destined for domestic feedlots in areas near the Canadian and
Mexican borders. The volume of such tréde varies gréatly from
year to year, reflecting relative market conditions in the United
States and each of these two countries. Recent trends in the
U.S. imports of cattle from Canada and Mexico are discussed in
detail in the chapter on U.S. imports.

Canada'g agricultural policy has long been oriented to the
exportation of grain rather than meat and livestock. Its smgll
exports of beef and veal havé gone chiefly to the United States.
Such shipments, however, have génerally not been significantly
greater than the imports of like products from the United States.

Pfoduotioh.—-The Canadian output of beef and veal amounted

to 1.L billion pounds in 1957--a record level up to that time.

During 1958-62, the annual production ranged between 1.3 billion

pounds and 1.4 billion pounds; in 1963 the output amounted to 1.5
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billion pounds (table 7). In 1958 the number of cattle on Canadian
farms totaled 10.3 million head and in 1959,10.1 million. There-
after, the annual cattle population rose without interruption,
reaching about 11.6 million head in 196k (téble 9).

The production of cattle in Canada is confined largely to a
strip of land 200 miles wide extending along the U.S. border from
the Atlantic Oceanvto the Pacific Ocean. The bulk of the beef
cattle are located in the three prairie Provinces——AIberta, -
Saskatchewan, and Ménitoba; most of the remainder are in the
eastern Provinces of Ontario and Quebec. Throughout Canada the
Hereford;is the predominant beef breed although in some regions--
vié, northern Alberta--Shorthorns are popular. In recent years,

Herefords have been crossbred with Angus cattle, particularly in
the southern part of the prairie Provinces.

Tn the prairie Provinces most of the cattle are raised in
conjunction with grain farming, but substantial numbers are also
grazed on large ranches, with supplemental feeding during the
winter. The ranches in this area produce most of the feeder
calves and steers that are shipped to feedlots in eastern Canada
or to the United States. Intensive cattle feeding has recently -
increased in the prairie Provinces, principally in southern
Alberta, where sugar-beet byproducts and grain (chiefly wheat,

oats, and barley) are available. In eastern Canada, the opera-

tions range from small diversified farms that raise and feed a
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few cattle to large feedlots that handle as many as 5,000 head
of cattle. A typical feedlot reportedly handles about 500 head
of cattle. In this area, alfalfa and oilseed meal, which is
imported from the United States, are used extensively for feed.
Byproducts derived from the production of sugar beets, vegetables,
and wheat flour are also important feeds.

One of the principal differences between the production of
cattle in the United States and Canada is the degree.of finish
to which the animals are fed; Canadian‘slaughter animals are
generally leaner than U.S. slaughter animals. In recent. years,
however, an increasing share of the Canadian slaughter cattle
haé consisted of animals ylelding beef comparable in quality to
U,S, Choice,

Under Canada's Agricultural Stabilization Act, which 5ecame
effective in 1958, cattle prices are supported at 80 percent of
a 10-year moving average of market prices; the Government purchases
carcass beef when cattle prices fall below the support levels, To
stimulate production in eastern Canada, payments are made to feed-
lot operators to offset the freight charges for feed grains
purchased from the western Provinces. Under the Prairie Farm
Rehabilitation Act, passed in 1955, arid and abandoned wheat
lands in the prairie Provinces are being reclaimed and irrigated

for use as community pastures. Ranchers pay a monthly usage fee

based on the number of cattle grazed on these lands,
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Foreign trade.--Canada's exports of beef and veal totaled 55

million pounds (product weight) in 1958; its annual exports

ranged between 20 million pounds and 31 million pounds in 1959-63
(table 8). In each of the years 1960-63 the exports were slightly
smaller than the imports of such products.

Mexico

Virtually all Mexico's production of beef and veal 1s con-
sumed domestically. In 1963, Mexico supplied about.7 percent of -
the total U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and
veal, and ranked fourth--after Australia, New Zealand, and Ireland--
among the foreign suppliers of such products.

Production.--The annual production of beef and veal in Mexico
averaged about 945 million pounds in 1958-62 (table 7). In that
.period the output in any 1 year varied from the annual average
by less thaﬁ 7 percent, In 1963, however, the output reached
1,119 million pounds, owing in part to increésed slaughter induced
by drought. The trend in cattle numbers was upward during
1958-63; in 196l the cattle population was estimated at 2.5
million head, compared with 18,9 million in 1958 (table 9). Most
of the gain was attributable to an increase in beef cattle.

Although cattle are produced in virtually all areas of
Mexico, the central, the northern, and the eastern Gulf States

account for the bulk of the output. Except in areas adjacent to

population centers, where the dairy industry is concentrated,
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beef breeds predominate, In Mexico little or no feed is stored

on farms or ranches to carry beef cattle through dry seasons,
Except in'the eastern gulf area, ldsses due to drought are
generally heavy. In the north, where grazing resources have

been inadequaﬁe to permit fattening on a large scale, growers have
concentrated on the production of calves for the U.S, market. In
other areas the production of beef cattle is largely for home
consumption., Throughout the country, average meat production per
animal is low., Modern herd management and‘breed—improvement pro-.
graﬁé ére not widespread.

o In recent years, feedlots have been established near Mexiéo
City (chiefly for the domestic market) and in the north (chiefly
for the export market). In the latter area the growing of feed
on irrigated land is expanding; substantial supplies of cotton-
seed meal are also available for feed. To supplement its domestic

supplies, Mexico also imports feed from the United States. The

following tabulation shows the annual U.S. exports of corn
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{except seed corn) and grain sorghum to Mexico in 1957-63 (in

millions of bushels): 1/

Year Corn (except Grain
seed corn) sorghum
L 30.5 1.8
1958 --------------- 3107 n)-l-
1959 m e 1.2 3
1960-~~mmmm e .9 L
1961 ——m e 1.5 1.3
1962———mmm e 3.2 2.5
1963 mm e 13.6 5.6

Early in 1963, because of a serious drought during the pre-
ceding year, the Government of Mexico obtained credit indirectly -
froﬁlthe United States to finance the purchase of a 1arge amount
of corn for human consumption and a smaller amount of grain sor-
ghum for livestock feed., The Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC)
_of the U.S. Department of Agriculture extended credit to responsi-
ble U.S, exporters for the purchase of the required grain from the
CCC stocks at domestic market prices. These exporters arranged
for the shipments of the grain to the Mexican importers. The
credit for corn covered 7.6 million bushels, valued at $11.3
million; that for grain sorghum covered O.L4 million bushels, valued
at $0.5 million. 2/ 1In 1963, as shown above, the United States
exported 13.6 million bushels of corn to-Mexico, and 5.6 million

bushels of grain sorghum. Inasmuch as the credit arrangements

1/ Compiled from official statistics of the U.S, Department of
Commerce.

2/ On the grain sorghum and 1.7 million bushels of the corn, the
loan was for 12 months, at L percent interest; the loan on the re-
mainder of the corn was for 36 months, at L-1/2 percent interest.
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described sbove facilitéted the shipments of only 0.4 million
bushels of grain sorghum for livestock feed, they could not have
had any measurable effect on Mexico's livestock production, nor on
its exports of livestock products to the United States,

Although most of the cities of Mexico have municipal
slaughtering facilities, few of the plants are modern. During
the period 19L46-55, when the United States embargoed imports of live
cattle from Mexico because of foot-and-mouth disease; ;/ some 20
packinghouses were constructed in northern Mexico to provide an
outlet for cattle produced in that area. Most of these are moderﬁ,
sanitary, and efficiently operated. Since 1955 Mexico has utilized
variable export quotas for cattle to assure adequate supplies of
slaughter animals for these plants. Only siaughterhouses assigned

export quotas are permitted to export beef and veal. g/

1/ From 1946 to 1955 (except during the period Sept. 1, 1952,
through May 22, 1953) the United States embargoed imports of cattle
and calves from Mexico because of foot-and-mouth disease in that
country.

2/ As a revenue measure, Mexico imposes taxes on exports of many
products, including cattle and certain grades of meat. The taxes
on cattle vary according to the type and weight of the animals;
for those shipped to U.S., feedlots, the export tax ranges from
approximately $5 per head on the light-weight cattle to about $10
per head on the heavier animals. In February 196L, the Government
reduced by 50 percent the export taxes on cattle fattened in feed-
lots in northern Mexico for a 2-month period prior to their ex-
portation; the reduction is limited to 10 percent of the total
number of cattle exported from that region. The export taxes on
Mexico's foreign shipments of beef and veal vary inversely with
the grade of meat and the degree of processing. The tax on fresh,
chilled, or frozen boneless beef, which accounts for most of
Mexico's exports to the United States, amounts to about 35 cents
per hundred pounds. '
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Exports.--In the years 1958-62, annual exports of beef and ~
veal from Mexico ranged between L1 million pounds and 66 million
pounds (product weight); in 1963, 72 million pounds were exported
(table 8). Although Mexico has recently endeavored to expand ité
export markets for beef and veal, particularly in Europe, the

‘great bulk of its export sales have been to the United States. 1/
Central America

In recent years the aggregate annual production of beef and
veal in the four Central American Republics herein considered
(Costa Rica, Guatemala, Honduras,‘and Nicaragua) has'inéreased
rapidly, reflecting the policies of their Governments to increase
output for both domestic consumption and exportation. In 1963,
their estimated output of beef and veal amounted to about 225
million pounds, compared with 189 million in 1958 (table 7).

Since 1958 an increasing share of the annual production in
Central America has been exported, chiefly to the United States.
The aggregate annual exports from Central America rose without
interruption from about 3 million pounds (product weight) in‘1958
to about 6L million pounds in 1963. U.S. imports from the four
countries accounted for about 7 percent of the fresh, chilled, of

frozen beef and veal imported from all sources in 1963. In that

1/ In May 196L, quantitative restrictions were imposed by Mexico
on its exports of beef and veal to the United States (see the
chapter on U.S. imports).
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year about 20 percent of the U.S. imports from these four countries
entered through the customs district of Puerto Rico; such shipments
consisted chiefly of table beef, whereas those to the continental
United States were‘comprised principally of boneless beef.

Although each of these countries increased their shipments
of beef and veal to the United States from 1958 to 1963, none
individﬁally are significant suppliers. In 1963, for example,
U.S. imports from Nicaragua, the largest supplier of the four, wére
equivalent to only 2 percent of U.S. total imports of such pfoducts.

Cattle numbers in these four Central Aﬁerioan countries in-
creased from an aggregate of about L.6 million head in 1958 to
about 6.0 million in 196l (table 9). Although each country
recorded gains, the rate of growth has been greater in Honduras
and Nicaragua than in the other two. In Central America cattle
are generally grazed on unimproved pastures. While grain feeding
is practiced in some countries during the dry season, the bulk of
the slaughter animals are grass fattened. Although Central
America is free of foot-and-mouth disease, losses from other
diseases and from malnutrition are high. Accordingly, produc-
tivity is low, in terms of both calf production and meat yield.
Management practices tend to be poor by modern standards, but

they are being improved in some areas as the Governments endeavor

to encourage output and expand the exports of meat.
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U.S. IMPORTS OF CATTLE, BEEF, AND BEEF PRODUCTS

U.S. imports of beef and beef products have increased mark-
edly in recent years; they supplied about 9 percent of U.S. con-
sumption in 1963. Imports of cattle have fluctuated widely from
year to year; in no recent year have they equaled as much as l
percent of either the births of calves in the U.S. of the
slaughter of cattle.

Cattle

For the most part, iﬁported cattle are similar in type and
quality to domestic animals. Imported and domestic cattle move
in the same channels of trade and command comparable prices. Pure-
Bred cattle imported into’%hé United States solely for breeding
purposes enter free of duty; they come chiefly from Canada. Pure-
bred cattle contribute principally to the improvement of U.S.
herds and thus eventually enhance the quality of cattle available
to feedlot operators and dairymen. The dutiable imports are
classified as follows: Those weighing less than 200 pounds each,
those weighing 200 pounds or more but less than 700 pounds each,"
and those weighing 700 pounds or more each. In the last weight
class, cows for dairy use are classified separately. The dutiable
cattle imported for feeding are directly competitive with the

feeder animals produced in the United States; a similar observation

may be made with respect to those imported for immediate slaughter.
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The imports of dairy cows add directly to the beef supply only
after their usefulness for dairy purposes has ended, generally
after a lapse of several years.

In the period 1958-63 the annual aggregate imports of dutiable
cattle ranged from 645,000 head to 1,232,000 head, l/ while the
annual net births (total calves born less the deaths of calves
during the year) rose from 36,562,000 to 39,33L,000, as shown in

the following tabulation:

Year Imports Net births

(1,000 head) - (1,000 head)
1958 mcmm e 1,126 36,562
L1 —— 688 36,563
o — 6L5 36,822
1961 cmmm e 1,023 37,532
1962 mmmmm e 1,232 38,L8L
RLTS 83L 39,330

The aggregate net births in the 6~year period 1958-63 amounted to
225 million head. In contrast, the aggregate dutiable imports in
that period totaled only about 6 million, an aéount equal to about
2 percent of the aggregate net births. Dutiable imports equaled
nearly 3 percent g/ of the U.S. cattle slaughter of 205 million

head (including animals of foreign birth) in the same period.

1/ In 1950-63 the annual imports of duty-free cattle for breed-
ing purposes ranged between 18,000 head and 26,000 head (table 10).

2/ In the cattle trade imports of cattle are generally considered
to be complementary to the domestic beef-production program. As
stated at the hearing, "Unlike imported beef, these cattle utilize
United States produced feed grains, labor, transportation, provide
a base for local taxes, and thus contribute to the United States
economy." (Transcript of the hearing, p. 75.)
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In view of the high costs of transporting live animals long
distances and as a result of U.S. disease-prevention regulations, 1/
virtually all the U.S. imports of cattle come from Canada and
Mexico (table 11). In recent years the bulk of the imports have
consisted of cattle weighing between 200 pounds and 700 pounds each, |
of which Mexico supplied from 60 to 80 percent. The average weight
of the animals in this category was about 100 pounds. The Mexican
cattle went principally to nearby feedlots in the southwesterq -
United States, whereas thé entries from Canada went largely to feed-
lots . in the Corn Belt and northern plains States.

The annual imports of cattle (other than dairy cows) weighing
700 péunds or more each averaged about 100,000 head during 1961-63.

Most of such imports from Canada, by far the principal supplier,
were slaughtered principally in the northern States following a
period of feeding. The imports of dairy cows, generally negligi-
ble, were supplied almost entirely by Canada.‘ The annual imports
of cattle weighing less than 200 pounds each were negligible; they
averaged abouﬁc56,000 head in 1961-63. The entries from Canada
consisted chiefly of veal calves from dairy breeds; such calves
entered, for the most part, during the spring calving season and
are believed to have been slaughtered in eastern States soon after
importation. Most of the imports from Mexico consisted of calves

from beef breeds for entry into domestic feedlots.

l/ See the chapter on U.S. customs treatment and other import
restrictions.
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Beef and beef products

As noted earlier, the bulk of the recent U.S, importé of beef
have consisted of frozen, boneless, lean meat (derived from grass-
fed cattle) used primarily in the production of manufactured beef
products, including hamburger, frankfurters, bologna, canned prep-
arations, and frozen prepared dinners. l/ Nearly all such imported
beef has been genefally comparable in quality to U.S. grades of
Cutter or Canner. The remainder of the imports, which have con-
sisted largely of processed products made from beef of higher quality,
have included small but increasing quantities of beef for consumption
as table beef. 2/

Importers of beef and veal include brokers, jobbers, domestic
processors, packers (including domestic branches of international
companies), and the U.S. agents of foreign packinghouses. A few
concerns account for the bulk of the entries. Ten firms generally
handle about 60 percent of the annual imports of boneless beef
from Australia, the principal foreign supplier. Most of the boneless

beef has been entered by concerns that take title to the product

1/ All shipments of foreign beef, veal, and beef products re-
celved in the United States are inspected for wholesomeness by
officers of the Meat Inspection Division of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (see the chapter on U.S. customs treatment and other
import restrictions). As indicated earlier (p. 18), about a fourth
of the U.S. cattle slaughter occurs in plants not subject to
Federal inspection. The beef derived from such slaughter may be
subject to inspection by State or local authorities; none of it
may move in interstate commerce.

2/ Information obtained from the trade indicates that in 1963
the imports of the beef for consumption as table beef probably
did not exceed 10 percent of the total imports of fresh, frozen,
or chilled beef.
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before it leaves the foreign port; usually such importers have -
customers for the beef before it arrives in the United States. A
small part of the imports are sold ex-dock or from domestic ware-
houses. Occasionally, users of imported beef pontract for their |
purchases through brokers. Concerns that make firm commitments
on the meat must anticipate the market 2 to 3 months in advance
and bear the risk of price changes while the beef is in transit.
Loss or damage during shipping is ordinarily covered by insurance.
Before 1958, annual U.S. imports of beef and veal were smallj
in most years they were equivalent to less than 0.3 billion pounds,
carcass weight, and consisted principally of canned corned beef and
canneé roast beef. 1/ In 1958, however, imports totaled 0.9 billion
pounds; thereafter annual imports generally exceeded that amount
(table 2). In 1962.the aggregate imports amounted to 1.5 billion
pounds and in 1963, to 1.7 billion pounds, the highest level on
record. Virtually all the increase in imports consisted of frozen
boneless beef. g/ Imports of such beef, together with those of
fresh and chilled boneless beef (which are not reported separately),

rose almost without interruption from 0.5 billion pounds in

1/ For many years imports have supplied almost all of the U.S.
consumption of canned corned beef.

2/ Since most of the imported beef is used for manufacturing, it
is imported principally in boneless form. Savings in transportation
costs and in the U.S. import duty, as well as the somewhat lower
boning costs abroad, have encouraged the shipment of beef in that
form.
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1958--when they were equivalent to L6 percent of the total imports
of beef and beef products--to about 1.l billion pounds in 19§3,
when they amounted to 83 percent éf the total. The imports of
canned beef, which accounted for 13 percent of the total imports
in 1963, were equivalent to about 0.2 billion pounds (carcass
weight) annually during 1958-63. The imports of other beef pro-
ducts have been small in recent years.

As indicated earlier, the predominant bulk of the imported -
boneless beef is used interchangeably with domestically produced
cow and bull beef in the production of processed meat products.
Notwithstanding the sharp rise in the imports of boneless beef
from 1958 to 1963, the estimated U.S. supply of such manufacturing
beef (domestic cow and bull beef plus imports of boneless beef),
which had totaled L.2 billion pounds in 1957, declined to 3.6
billion pounds in 1958, remained at that level during the 3 years
1959-61, and then rose to L.l billion pounds in 1962 and to L.2
billion pounds (the level of 1957) in 1963. 1/ The ratio of imported
boneless beef to the domestic output of cow and bull beef increased
from 2 percent in 1957 to 50 percent in 1963, as shown in the

‘following tabulation:

1/ Estimates of the domestic steer and heifer beef (rough cuts
and trimmings) that were used for processing in 1958 and 1963 are
shown on p. L43. Because of its fat content, however, such steer and
heifer beef is not generally considered to be substitutable for
the leaner imported boneless beef or the manufacturing beef
derived from domestic cows and bulls.
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:  Domestic : :  Ratio of
: production : Imports of ¢ imports to
Year : of cow and : boneless ¢ domestic
bull beef : beef : production
¢ Billion pounds, : Billion pounds, : Percent
¢ carcass weight @ carcass weight :
195 Tmmm e et L.l : 0.1 2
1958mmmm e e : 3.2 : Ao 12
1959-mmmmmmmmmm et 2.9 : T 2l
1960~mmmmm e e 8 3.0 6 s 20
1961 -mmmmmmmm e 2.8 8 29
1962 ~mmm e : 2.9 1.2 L1
1963 cm et 2.8 1.h 50

In the period 1958-63 the annual imports of boneless Beef
from Australia rose almost without interruption, from 16 million
pounds (product weight 1/) to 509 million pounds, while imports
from New Zealand increased from 152 million pounds to 21L million
pounds (table 12). The increased shipments from these two countries
£ogether accounted for 85 percent of the total increase in U.S.
imports of boneless beef from 1958 to 1963. 1In 1963 they supplied
77 percent of such imports of beef.

Although the entries of boneless beef from other countries have
also increased in the past few years, they have remained small
relative to the entries from Australia and New Zealand. The im-
ports from Ireland, recently the third leading foreign supplier, -
rose from 2L million pounds in 1958 to 72 million pounds in 1963;

the combined imports from the Central American countries rose by

1/ One pound of boneless beef, product welght is equlvalent to
gbout 1.5 pounds of carcass.
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smaller amounts. In the same period the imports from Mexico
ranged between 37 million pounds (in 1960) and 68 million pounds
(in 1958); they amounted to 67 million pounds in 1963.

The bulk of the imports of boneless beef from Australia,
New Zealand, Ireland, and the United Kingdom have entered at
North Atlantic ports, pfincipally New York (table 13). Most
of those from Latin America have entered through the customs
districts of the South Atlantic and South Central States,
while those from Canada have entered through the northern. customs
districts.

A number of concurrent developments in the United Stétes and
in the principal foreign cattle-producing areas, particularly
Australia and New Zealand, contributed to the marked rise in the
U.S. imports of boneless beef. In the United States an appreciable
yearly increase in the demand for processed beef products was
accompanied by a decline in the number of cows and bulls slaugh-
tered. l/ Meanwhile, the foreign supply of beef had also increased,
and additional amounts were available for export to the United
States. Moreover, as previously indicated, the producers in the
major exporting countries endeavored--generally with governmental
assistance~-to improve and standardize the quality of their ship—
ments to the United States. Their efforts, particularly in

Australia and New Zealand, met with a significant measure of

1/ See the chapters on U.S. consumption and production.
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success., The imported boneless beef from those two countries,
virtually all entered by "approved" U.S. importers, haé been
uniformly well trimmed and carefully packed. o

In February 196hvthe Governments of'ﬁustralia;,New Zealand,
and Ireland agreed té limit their annual exports of certain meats
(including beef) to the United States. In May 196l the Government |
of Mexico signed a similar agreement. Each of the agreements, |
which may be canceled by either party on 180 days' notice, is
subject to renegotiation after 3 years. The export quotas for
each country during the 3 years 196)-66 are shown in the following

~ tabulation (in millions of pounds, product weight):

Country and type of meat 1/ : 196L : 1965 | 1966
. : : :
Australia: Beef, veal, and mutton--—------ : Sh2 ¢+ 562 : 582
‘ : : :
New Zealand: Beef and veal-=—mmmmmmme—--—: 231 : 240 : 2L9
Ireland: Beef and veal--=c--=-- ——————— : 76 79+ 82
Mexico: Beef and vealem—e—emmemcmmmeeeee: 66 ¢ 69 ¢ 71

1/ Includes all forms except canned, cured, and cooked meat and
live animals.

The quota limitations specified for 196l in the four agreements
represent approximately the average annual U.S. imports from the’
respective countries of the designated products in the 2 years
1962-63. The average annual imports of boﬁeless beef from the four

countries combined in 1962-63 were about 6 percent smaller than the

corresponding imports in 1963. Early in April 196L, however, the




105

Government of Australia indicated that the shipments of Australian
meat (beef, veal, andvmutton) to the United States would probably
be 29 percent smaller in 196l than in 1963. Similar information
was received from trade sources in New Zealand. l/ Subsequent
reports indicated that total U.S. imports of beef and veal during
196l; would probably be no largey than the annual average imports
during 1959-63. g/ - Average annual imports of boneless beef in
1959-63 were about 33 percent smaller than the imports of such beef
in 1963. The projected low level of imports reflected a shortage
of bgef in European markets that has been déveloping since 1963.
Reports from the trade indicate that the rising prices of beef in
the United Kingdom and other European countries during the spripg
and early summer months of 196l are attracting supplies from Aus-
tralia, New Zealand, and other countries, including the United States.
Beef-exporting countries are likely to direct their shipments of beef,
particularly of the grades suitable for sale in the form of bone-in
quarteré,to the high-price markets of Europe rather than to the
United States.

In recent years about two-fifths of the imports of boneless
beef have entered during the late summer and early fall; the

remainder have been fairly evenly distributed throughout the other

-1/ U.S. Department of Agriculture release No. 1123-6L, Apr. 6,
1964,

2/ U.S. Department of Agriculture release No.. 1905-6L, June 9,
196l.
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months of the year (table 1li). Because of the seasonality of

U.S. imports of boneless beef and the fact that such imports are
generally contracted for‘2 to 3 months in advance, the official
import statistics for January-April 196l (the latest period for
which such data are available) do not fully reflect the low level
of imports anticipated during 196L.. U.S. imports of boneless beef
were 10 percent smaller in January-April 196l than in the corres-
ponding period of 1963.

The developments noted above have no doubt contributed to a
rise.in the U.S. prices of imported frozen, boneless, cow beef
during the early months of 196Li. The following tabulétion shows
the average price quotations for such beef and for domestic fresh,

boneless cow beef in selected months of 1962-6l (in cents per pound): 1/

Imported Domestic
cow beef cow beef
1962:
B S —— 39.0 3.0
October-=m=mmmmmam==  39.5 Lh2.1
1963:
January--—-------=-- 39.0 L1.L
Aprile-=mmmmmmmmmmmm 37.L h2.2
JULY——m 38.2 1.8
October——==—=n=~====- 38.0 Lo.8
196L:
January ————————————— 36.1 39'1
ApTil-mmmmmmmm e 0.9 L2.7
JUNE ~—mm———m 37.L 11.8

1/ Computed from the Tuesday price quotations, as reported by .
the National Provisioner Daily Market Service. The quotations for
imported beef refer to frozen, boneless, cow beef, 90 percent vis-
ual lean, f.o.b. port of entry, 30-day delivery; those for domestic .
beef refer to fresh, boneless, cow beef of Cutter and Canner grades,
at Chicago, carlot basis. The averages for June 196l are based only
on quotations for June 2 and 9.
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. The U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen bone-in beef
were supplied principally by countries in the western hemisphere
during 1958-63 (table 15). The annual imports from New Zealand
declined during that period, while ﬁhose from Australia increased.
In 1963 Mexico was the leading supplier of bone-in beef, followed
by Aus£ralia, New Zealand, Nicéragua, and Canada. In 1962 and
1963 Puerto Rico was the leading customs district for U.S. imports
of bone-in beef (table 16).

The small imports of fresh or frozen veal in 1958-63 came
largely from New Zealand; Canada and Austraiia supplied most of
the remainder (table 17). In 1963 more than half of the imports
of veal entered at North Atlantic ports, and most of the remainder,
at west coast ports (table 18).

In recent years imports of beef and veal products have con-
sisted largely of canned corned and canned roast beef (table 19);
the remainder have been comprised of pickled or cured beef
(table 20) and miscellaneous beef and veal products classified as
"prepared or preserved" (table 21). The annual imports of these
products declined from LLO million pounds (carcass weight) in
1958 to 2L6 million pounds in 1963 (table 2). Virtuaslly all the
entries of canned beef-~the most important class of beef products;—

have come from Latin America and have entered the United States

principally through the Atlantic and gulf-coast ports (table 22).
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PRICES RECEIVED BY DOMESTIC PRODUCERS -

A number of priée series for cattle and beef are regu-
larly published by agencies of the U.S. Government and by
private firms. The price serles for Choice slaughter steers at
" Chicago, as reported by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, is
generally regarded as indlcative of prices received by the pro-
ducers for cattle used primarily for table beef. Similarly, the .
price serles reported by that Department for Cutter and Canner
cows at Chicago is considered to be representative of thé prices
for animals used primarily to produce manufacturing beef. The
series for Choice feeder steers (in the 500- to 800-pound weight
class) delivered at Kansas City, Mo., is indicative of the prices
of cattle sold to domestic feedlots. Wholesale prices received
for Choice steer and Canner beef (f.o.b. Chicago), also published
by the Department of Agriculture, are used for the discusslion of
meat prices.

Cattle

The prices received by producers for cattle reflect the
interaction of numerous forces, including the numbers and grades
of cattle sold for feeding and for slaughter; the timing of the

~delivery of these cattle to market; the total U.S. supply of beef,

veal, and competing meats, and the relative prices thereof; the
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prices of byproducts derived from cattle; consumer preferences
for beef over other meats and poultry; and the general level of
disposable personal income, and theAdistribution thereof.

The major determinant of the price of Choice slaughter cattie
is the relationship between the number and average weight of the
fed cattle delivered for slaughter and the demand for table beef.
The price paid for feeder cattle produced by cow-calf operators
reflects not only the current availability of such cattle but also
the feedlot operators!' estimates of the future market price for
fed cattle in relation to cost of feed and other operating
expenses. On the other hand, the price of Cutter and Cahner
cattle, the supply of which is derived chiefly from cows and
bulls culled from beef and dairy herds, is determined primarily
by the number of such animals delivered for slaughter, the supply
of and demand for manufacturing beef, and the general level of
cattle prices. . _

Following the termination of price controls in the early
postwar years, the trend of the prices received for cattle
was upward; during the Korean conflict such prices reached record
highs. Before the Korean conflict ended, however, the U.S. supply 1/
of meat increased sharply. Concurréntly, the prices of Choice.. |

slaughter and feeder steers, Cutter and Canner cows, and other

1/ Throughout this section, the term "U.S. supply" refers to do-
mestic production plus imports (including processed products) of
beef, veal, and the principal competing meat products, namely pork,
lamb, mutton, and poultry.
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livestock declined. The prices of cattle were materially lower
than in 1951 (fig. 7). From 1951 to 1956, the domestic produc-
tion of beef and veal increased by 6.2 billion pounds; the imports
of such products, which were small and consisted almost entirely'
of canned gnd other processed beéf, declined by nearly Q.3 billion
. pounds during the same interval. Concurrently, the total U.S.

supply of other meat and poultry rose significantly (fig. 8).

Figure 7.-~Prices of selected classes of cattle, i

: annual 1950-63, and January-May 196l
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FigufeJB.——U.S,'supply‘of meat and poultry, 1/ 1950-63
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During 1956-59 the domestic production of beef and veal
declined. That decline was accompanied by an increase in the
imports of fresh and frozen beef as well as an increase in the
total U.S. supply of other red meat and poultry. Although the
prices received for cattle rose markedly in that period, they did
not reach the high levels that had prevailed in the early 1950's.
After 1959, when the U.S. supply of all red meat and pouitry
increased annually to successive record levels, the trend in the -
prices received for cattle was downward. Although the annual
imports of beef and veal (4ncluding caaned and processed) increased
by about 56 percent from 1959 to 1963, they accounted'fof only
about a sixth of the increase in the total U.S. supply of beef
and veal and for aBout an eighth of the increase in the U.S.
supply of all red meat and poultry.

Choice slaughter and feeder steers.--The average annual price

received for Choice fed steers delivered for slaughter at Chicago
increased from $29.68 per hundred pounds in 1950 to $35.96 per
hundred in 1951 but then declined to $22.30 in 1956 (table 23).
The trend in the prices received for feeder steers at Kansas
City in 1950-56 was similar to that for slaughter steers, but the
annual fluctuations were somewhat greater. The average annual
price of feeder steers rose from $29.25 per hundred pounds in
1950 to $37.0lL per hundred pounds in 1951 but then declined to
$19.67 in 1956. Inasmuch as imports of beef and veal declined

from about 0.5 billion pounds to 0.2 billion pounds from 1951
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to 1956, they could not have been a significant factor in the
decline in the average aﬁnual prices of cattle which occurred
during that period. That decline is attributable principally -
to drought-induced heavy slaughter as a result of which produc-
tion of beef and veal increased by about 6.2 billion pounds in
that period.

From 1956 to 1959 the annual U.S. supply of beef and veal
declined by about 0.6 billion pounds; the total supply of other
meat and poultry rose by about 2.1 billion pounds. The average
anﬁual price recelved for Choice slaughter éteers at Chicago
rose from $22.30 per hundred pounds in 1956 to $27.83’in41959.

In that year, the price was 18 percent higher than the 1953-56
annual average but about 10 percent lower than the 1951-52 average.
The price of Choice feeder steers at Kansas City rose from $19.67
per hundred pounds in 1956 to $29.76 in 1959. The 1959 price for
such cattle was L2 percent higher than the corresponding average
annual price in 1953-56, but 13 percent below that of 1951-52.

As noted above, the total U.S. supply of meat increased
annually to new record levels from 1959 to 1963. The total domestic
production of beef and veal rose by nearly 2.8 billion pounds in
that period, while the imports of beef and veal in all forms rose
by 0.6 billion pounds (carcass weight).1/ Concurrently, the total

U.S. supply of pork increased by about 0.5 billion pounds; that of

1/ Imports of fresh and frozen beef rose 0.7 billion pounds.
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poultry, by l,l billion; and that of lamb and mutton, by some- -
what less than 0.1 billion. The average annual price of Cholce

slaughter steers at Chicago declined from $27.83 per hundred

pounds in 1959 to $24.65 per hundred in 1961, rose to $27.67 in

1962, and then dropped sharply to $23.96 per hundred in 1963.

In the first 5 months of 1964, the price of such cattle continued

to decline. In May 196k the price amounted to $20.52 per hundred

pounds, an amount asbout 9 percent lower than the price in the cof- .
responding month of 1963 (table 23). The average annual prices

for feeder steers moved in a similar patterﬁ. The average price

for éhoice feeder steers at Kansas City declined from'$29.76 per

hundred pounds in 1959 to $25.86 in 1961. After rising to $27.00

in 1962, the price for such cattle declined to $25.78 per hundred

pounds in 1963. Theé average price received for feeder steers was

about 17 percent lower in May 1964 than that in the corresponding

month of 1963.

Cutter and Canner cows.--Inasmuch as the great bulk of the

imported beef has consisted of frozen, boneless beef used almost
exclusively for manufacturing, the increasing volume of such imports
in recent years has affected the prices of Cutter and Canner cows
more directly than the prices of other cattle. From 1959 to |

1963 U.S. annual imports of frozeq,boneless beef doubled and ac-

counted for about a fifth of the increase in the U.S. supply of
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beef, In 1963, frozen boneless beef accounted for about 83 per-
cent of the U.S. total imports of beef and beef products.

The prices of Cutter and Canner cows have also been material-
ly influenced by the general decline in prices of other cattle,
by the increased supply of manufacturing beef derived from other
classes of cattle, and by the supply of competing products (e.g.,
mutton and pork). Counteracting these depressants, on the other
hand, have been the marked increase in the demand for manufa;turing
meat and the substantial decline, described earlier, in the slaughter
of domestic Cutter and Canner cows, 1/

The average price of Cutter and Canner cows at Chicago rose
from $16.L48 per hundred pounds in 1950 to $20.93 per hundred in
1951, and then declined without interruption to $9.60 in 195k,

From 1951 to 195L the domestic annual production of cow and bull
beef rose by about 1,0 billion pounds. Imports were small and
declined in that period. During 1954-57 the domestic output of
beef from cows and bulls averaged about L.2 billion pounds. Prices
of Cutter and Canner cattle were depressed during 195L-56,
averaging somewhat less than $10,00 per hundred pounds, By 1957,

however, the rising demand for processed meats helped push the

1/ The decline in the number of culled dairy cows described
earlier reflected in part the depressed prices of Cutter and Canner

cattle.
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prices of Cutter and Canner cows upward. In that year, the avérage
price for such cows was $12.06 per hundred pounds, an amount 22 -
percent above the annual average for 195L4-56, In 1958-59, when the
annual output of beef from old cows and bulls averaged about 3,0
billion pounds, the price for Cutter and Canner cattle averaged
$16.L0 per hundréd pounds. With respect to Cutter cows only, the -
average price at Chicago in 1963 ($1L.06 per hundred pounds) was
6 percént lower than the corresponding price in 1960.v The average
price of Canner cows amounted to $12.86 per hundred pounds in 1963
and was about 3 percent lower in that &ear than in 1960, - In May
196k, the prices of both Cutter and Canner cattle were about 10
percent lower than the price for the corresponding month in 1963.
The decline in the average annual prices of Cutter and Canner
cattle reflects not onlyvthe general decline in the prices re-
ceived for higher grades of cattle, but also the increased annual
imports of frozen, boneless beef, It also reflects the increased
domestic supplies of other meats and poultry as well as thoée of
manufacturing beef from cattle 6ther than cows and bulls. The
totél domestic supply of manufacturing beef (including meat and
trimmings used for hamburger) derived from all cattle other than
cows and bulls increased by an amount approximately equivalent to
the increase in the imports of frozen, boneless beef in the 1958-63

period,
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Average prices recelved by farmers

The U.S. Department of Agriculture regularly publishes a
price series.measuring the "average prices received by farmers"
for beef cattle and calves. This series represents the weighted
average price received by farmers for cattle and calves (includ-
ing breeding stock and animals for slaughter). As would be
expected, the trend in the price so derived (table 2i) is similar
to the trend in the market prices of cattle discussed above.

The Department also compiles the corresponding parity prices
for cattle, 1/ along with the parity ratio (i.e., the average
price receslved by farmers for cattle as & percent of.the parity
price). For beef cattle the parity ratic reached a peak of 1L6
percent in 1951, after which it declined to 69 in 1956; in
1957-62 the ratio averaged 88, ranging between 77 and 98, and
in 1963 it amounted to 82. The ratic was substantially higher
in 1963‘than in 1953-57, when the imports were insignificant.

In the past decade the trend in the parity ratic for beef
calves has been similar to that for beef cattle. In 1963 the
parity ratio for beef cattle was at about the same level as the
parity ratio for all farm products; the parity ratio for calves,

however, was higher (table 2i).

1/ Parity prices, which are computed and published monthly for
various farm products, are ''the dollars and cents prices that will
give farm commodities the same buying or purchasing power the com-
modities had in a selected base perliod when prices received and
paid by farmers were considered to be in good balance." (Paritz
Handbook, S. Doc. No. 129, 82d Cong., 2d sess., 1952.)
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Beef

The price of chilled steer carcass beef df Choice grade (f.o.b,
Chicago, in less-than-carload lots) averaged $56,30 per hundred
pounds in 1951, declined to $37.89 in 1956, and then rose to $L5.2L
in 1959 (table 25). “Thereafter the average price for such beef
declined to $L41.1l4 per hundred bounds in 1961; it amounted to
$LU.8L in 1962 and to $L0.83 in 1963.

The 1ndexes of average annual prices for Choice steer beef at
Chicago (1953-57=100) reveal that the decline in such prices in
recent years has not been significantly greéter than the decline in
the price of all meat and poultry (table 25), In 1963 the price
index for Choice steer beef, as well as that for all meat and poul-
try, was about 10 percent below the 1958-59 average.

Although year-to-year changes in prices of beef and cattle
were generally in the same direction, the prices of cattle
characteristically fluctuated more widely than the wholesale prices
of beef., From 1959 to 1961 the price of Choice steer beef declined
by about 9 percent, whereas that of Choice slaughter steers declined
by about 11 percent, From 1961 to 1962 the price of beef rose by
about 9 percent,while the price of Choice slaughter steers rose 12
percent. From 1962 to 1963 the price of beef declined by 9 percent;
that of steers declined by 13 percent. The'price for Checlce steer beef
was L percent higher in 1963 than the annual average in 1953-57,

whereas the price of Cholce fed steers was only 1 percent higher.
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The tabulation below shows the average price (per hundred
pounds) of chilled carcass beef of Canner grade, carlot basié, at

Chicago for each of the years 1960-63: 1/

Year Price

1960=mmmmm e e $29.92
196 wmmm e e e 30.15
1962 m e 29.30
1963 —mmm mm 28.7L

The price for Canner beef was about 2 percent lower in 1963 than
in 1962, in contrast with the decline of 9 percent in the price

of Choice carcass beef at Chicago.

1/ From official STatistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture;
data for earlier years are not available.
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INCOME RECEIVED BY U.S. CATTLE PRODUCERS

The aggregate annual gross income received»by cattle producers
from the sale of cattle and calves was at higher levels in 1958-63
than in most other years since World War II. The net income de-
rived from cgttle-feeding operations, however, declined sharply
from 1962 to 1963. That decline resulted from the high priées of
feeder calves during the secoﬁd half of 1962 and the sharp débline
in prices of fed cattle during 1963. Prices of feeder calves gon;
tinued to be high during the early half of 1963; prices for feed
were higher during 1963 than in recent earlier years.

The aggregate annual gross income (1.e., receipts) from the
sale of cattle (including calves) by the U.S. producers ranged
from $7.5 billion to $8.3 billion in the 6-year period 1958-63 and
averaged about $7.9 billion (table 26, col. 1). This average was
about LO percent higher than that for the preceding 6—year.period
(during which aggregate annual gross income ranged from $5.0
billion to $6.3 billion). Aggregate gross income was at a recdrd
high in 1962; it was only slightly lower in 1963, The foregoing-
data on gross income include receipts from the sale of cattle and
calves both for fattening and for slaughter. Subtracting from
such data the estimated cost of inshipments of feeder cattle and
calves reveals the apprbximate gross income from the sale of

slaughter cattle only (table 26, col. 3). Thus, aggregate annual
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. gross income from the sale of slaughter cattle during 1958-63
averaged $5.6 billion,or about 27 percent greater than the average
for the preceding 6-year period. Such income amounted to $5,8
billion in both 1959 and 1963; it was greater in each of those
years than in other recent years.

The high level of aggregate gross income in the period 1958-63
from sales of slaughter cattle resulted from both the high prices
received and the large volume of sales during that period. The
average annual prices received for slaughter cattle were materially
higher and the average annual volume sold was materially larger
in 1958-63 than in the preceding 6-year period. The 51iéht increase
in annual gross income from 1962 to 1963, however, was attributable
solely to the larger volume of sales in 1963; prices were sub-
stantially lower in that year than during the preceding year.

Although data showing the gross income from the sale of cattle
are available, data showing the profitability of U.S. cattle-pro-
ducing operations are not. The U.S. Department of Agriculture,
however, publishes data on net income for four "typical" farms or
ranches that receive at least two-thirds of their receipts from
the sale of cattle. These "typical" farms are statistical models
constructed in large part from information obtained from cattle

producers. l/ Changes in the net income for each of the four

T/ These "typical! farms (or ranches)--which exist only on pa-
per--are constructed from information obtained from many sources,
such as a special sample of 200 to LLOO representative census ques-
tionnaires for "census years," field survey data and other informa-
tion on farm organization for interim years, and farm management
studies and farm account records of the U.S. Department of Agri-

culture and State colleges.



122
models are considered representative of changes in the average
income for all farms of its type.

The four models represent the four types of cattle-producing
enterprises located in the areas indicated in figure 9: (1) Hog;
beef-fattening farms in the Corn Belt; (2) intermountain cattle
ranches; (3) northern plains cattle ranches; and (L) southwest
cattle ranches. The net farm or ranch income for each of the four
models is reported for the years 1947-63 in table 27. The net
incomé computed for each of the models varied greatly from year
to &ear, but in a given year the changes fgr any one model were
iﬁsually in the same direction as the changes for the‘otﬁer models,
Ffom 1947 té 1963 the year-to-year change in the net income (in
terms of cénstént purchasing power) of the model intermountain
cattle fénch averaged about 26 percent (fig. 10), The net income
for that model was lower in each of the years 1953-56 than in any
earlier year as far back as 1947; and it was smaller in 1963 than
in either of the 2 preceding years.

‘The hog—beef—fattening farm in the Corn Belt is the only one
of éhe four models which has as its principal cattle operation the
fatﬁening of cattle for sale to slaughterers. The cattle operations
of the other models are restricted almost entirely to raising caﬁtle
for sale to feeders. The annual net farm income for the hog-beef -
fattening model also varied widely from year to year (fig. 10). From

1947 to 1963 the average year-to-year change in its net income was
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about 30 percent. The annual net income (in terms of constant
purchasing power) for this type of farm was at a higher level in

| 1962 than in any of the preceding 10 years. In 1963, however, it
was only a third of that in 1962, and it was lower in 1963 than |
in any preceding year at least as far back as 1947. An increase
in the prices of feeder cattle purchased between mid-1962 and
mid-1963 (compared with the prices for such cattle purchased during
the cqrresponding period of 1961-62), an increase in the prices
paid for feed in 1963, and a decline in the.prices received in that
year for slaughter cattle, resulted in an average net return per
animal that was sharply lower in 1963 than in 1962. The.decline
in net returns per animal in turn resulted in a decline in the net
incomes of those feeding operations for which representative data

are available. 1/

1/ Although data on net income for cattle-feeding enterprises
are available for only the hog-beef-fattening Corn Belt farm model,
it is apparent that aggregate net income for cattle-feeding opera-
tions in the United States as a whole was lower in 1963 than 1962,
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U.S. CUSTOMS TREATMENT AND OTHER IMPORT RESTRICTIONS

Cattle, beef, and beef products are classified for tariff pur-
poses under parts 1 and 2 of schedule 1 of the Tariff Schedules of
the United States (TSUS), effective August 31, 1963, as shown in
table 28. From Juné 18, 1930, to August 30, 1963, inclusive, |
these articles were classified under paragraphs 701, 706, and 1606
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended. Table 29 shows the statu-
tory rates and all modifications resultihg from trade-ggreement
concessions granted by the United States in the period 193L-63.

Imports of two classes of cattle have been subject to tariff
quotas since March 31, 1953. l/ In recent years the imports of
such cattle have not exceeded the quantities specified in the
tariff quotas. The quarantine and sanitary regulations adminis-
tered by the U.S. Department of Agriculture operate to restrict,
and even prohibit, imports of cattle, beef, veal, and beef pro—
ducts from certain areas.

U.S. customs treatment

Purebred cattle may be imported, free of duty, for breeding
purposes under TSUS item 100.01, which carries forward the pro-

vision of paragraph 1606(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930. 1In addition,

1/ Imports of some classes of cattle had also been subject to
tariff quotas during the period Jan. 1, 1936, to Jan. 29, 1943,
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TSUS 1tem B86L.60 carries forward the provisions of section
308 of that Act for the temporary importation under bond of
cattle imported solely for breeding purposes regardless of
pedigree. The 1930 and 196l rates of duty applicable to other
cattle, beef, and beef products, and the average ad ¥alorem
equivalents of the 196l rates based on the import values in 1963,

are shown below:

+  Average

Rate of duty ad valorem

: :
Description s : : equivalent
] : 1930 : 196L : of 196l duty
: : : Percent
Cattle weighing-- : t :
Under 200 pounds : : :
eaCh-—=m=mmmmm - : 2.5¢ per 1b.: 1.5¢ per : 6.8
200 pounds or more i : 1b. 1/ o
but under 700 : : e '
pounds each---=====3 2.5¢ per lb.: 2.5¢ per 1b.: 12.8
700 pounds or more: : H
Cows imported Coos : :
specially for : : $
dairy purposes---: 3.0¢ per 1lb.: 1.5¢ per 1lb.: 7.1
Other——===mmmm=——=— : 3.0¢ per 1lb.: 1.5¢ per : 7.3
2 : 1b. 1/ :
Meats of cattle, fresh,: : :
chilled, or frozen---: 6.,0¢ per 1b.: 3.0¢ per 1b.: 9.k
Beef or veal, prepared : : :
or preserved (in- : : :
cluding sausages): @ : :
Beef (including :) : :
sausages) in air- ) : :
tight containers---:)6.0¢ per lb. 2(15% ad val, : 15.0
Other, valued-- :) but not e ( :
Not over 30 cents :) less than 2 ( :
per pound--------:) 20% ad val.:( 3¢ per : 11.8
Over 30 cents per :) :( 1b. 2/ :
pOUNd-m===mm=m===?) (10% ad val. : 10.0

1/ Subject to a tariff quota.
_/ If sausage not in airtight containers, 10 percent ad valorem.

.o




128

In 1963 more than three-fourths of the cattle imported into
the United States consisted of feeder calves weighing between 200
and 700 pounds each (TSUS item 100.L5). Such calves were dutiable
at 2.5 cents per pound, the rate established in the Tariff Act of
1930. Based on the value of imports in 1963 the average ad valorem
équivalent of the 2.S—cent—pér—pound rate of duty on such cattle
was nearly 13 percent.

>As already indicated, the preponderant bulk of the imports of )
beef and beef products in recent years have consisted of boneless
beef. Such beef has been dutiable at the rate of 3 cents per pound'
that became effective January 1, 1948, on fresh, chilléd, or frozen
beef and veal pursuant to concessions granted under the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. TSUS item 106.10 carries forward
those concessions. Based on the value of imports in 1963, the
average ad valorem equivalent of the 3-cent rate was about 9 percent
on boneless beef, nearly 10 percent on bone-in beef, and 8 percent
on veal.

The interpretation of the terms "fresh, chilled, or frozen"
and "prepared or preserved" for tariff purposes has been subject
to litigation on many occasions. Following principles set forth
in court decisions during the 1950's, and in conformity with ad-
ministrative practices, the headnote to Schedule I, Part 2, Sub-

part B of the TSUS defines these terms as follows:
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(a) The term "fresh, chilled, or frozen" covers
meats even though completely detendonized and deboned,
but does not cover meats which have been prepared or
preserved; and

(b) the term "prepared or preserved" covers meats
even if 1n a fresh, chilled, or frozen state if such
meats have been ground or comminuted, diced or cut into
sizes for stew meat or similar uses, rolled and skewered,
or speclally processed into fancy cuts, special shapes,
or otherwise made ready for particular uses by the
retail consumer; and also covers meats which have been
subjected to processes such as drying, curing, smoking,
cooking, seasoning, flavoring, or to any combination of
such processes.

Other import restrictions

Section 306 of the Tariff Act of 1930 aﬁthorizes the Jecre-
tary of Agriculture to regulate imports of cattle and meats derived
therefrom for the purpose of protecting the domestic herds from
disease and the public from meat that is not deemed fit for human
consumption. Under that provision the Secretary prohibits the
importation of cattle and of fresh, chilled, or frozen meat of
cattle from countries where he determines the existence of eifher
rinderpest or foot-and-mouth disease or both. Figure 11 ideﬁti-

fies the areas presently declared infected with elther disease.
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Figure 1l.--Areas of the world presently (196L) declared by the
U.S. Secretary of Agriculture to be infected with elther
rinderpest or foot-and-mouth disease, or both

| )
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% Areas declared ipfected with foot-and-mouth disease|and rinderpest
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The entry into the United States of meat products, inciuding
beef and veal, is permitted when the products originate in countries
having a meat inspection service that has been‘certified by the U.S.
Secretary of Agriculture as equivalent to that maintained by the
Department. The principal meat-exporting countries are so certi-
fied. Each shipment must be accompanied by an official foreign meat-
inspection certificate guaranteeing the wholesomeness of the product,

and, in addition, it is inspected by an officer of the Meat Inspection
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Division (MID) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, generally
at the port of entry.

Certain meat produéts have been permitted entry into the
United States from countries where rinderpest or foot-and-mouth
disease exists. At present, for example, canned meats are per-
mitted entry from countries of South America, and pickled or cured
beef is embargoed. l/ Cooked meats, whether or not canned, from
those countries whefe the diseases are declared to exist may also
be imported under certain conditions. Briefly stated,'the current
conditions are that the meats must be cooked in the country of
origin in plants approved by the U.S. Department of Agriéulture;
the meats must be boneless and so heated that upon inspection
they have a thoroughly cooked appearance throughout; and the meat,
must be recooked upon arrival in the United States at a plant under
MID supervision.

After foreign meats are duly imported into the United States
they are "deemed and treated as domestic meats within the meaning of
and subject to the provisions of the Act of June 30, 1906,gy'commonly
called the “'Meat Inspection Amendment,' and the Act of June 30, 1906, 2/
cormonly called the 'Food and Drugs Act', and Acts amendatory of, |

supplementary to, or in substitution for such Acts." B/

1/ The embargo on such pickled or cured beef has been in effect
since mid-1959.

2/ 3l Stat. 67h.

3/ 3l Stat. 768.

L/ Sec. 306(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as smended.
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Appendix A

Descriptions of processed beef products,
by Meat Inspection Division Code

{ Factor used to
t convert product
Description t weight to beef=-
carcass
equivalent

Meat
Inepection
Division

.~ Code

Meat and Meat Food Products (Not Canned)

010" Cured Beef - All beef cuts and beef products golng 1.2
to cure. This includes beef tripe, beef briskets,

beef tongue, beef hams, etc. * % % "In Cure,"

does not include chopped meat placed in cure for

use at the same establishment in the preparation

of sausage, luncheon meats, spiced ham, etc.

Smoked and/or Dried Beef - All beef cuts and beef
products which have been smoked or dried. This
includes beef tongues, beef hams, etc. ‘

110 2.0

$
t
H
i
¢
g
!
)
1
i
4
H
H
i
H
§
210 Cooked Beef - Cooked beef cuts, tongues, cooked t 1.5

corned beef, tripe, etc. Does not include meat $

cooked as a part of the preparation of canned t

]

!

$

H

H

$

t

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

1

!

¢

t

products, sausage, or similar products.

320 Sausage to be Driled or Semidried - Includes salami,
cervelat, pepperoni, all forms of summer sausage,
cotto salaml, smoked thuringer, and pork roll
(chopped meat), and any other types of dried or
semidried sausage products.

.8

Smoked and/or Cooked - Includes frankfurters and
wileners.

330

340 Sausage Smoked or Cooked--Other - .Includes bologna, 2
liver sausage, smoked pork sausage, polish sau-
sage, luncheon meat in casings or bags, garlic
sausage, New England brand sausage, minced, roll,
blood and tongue sausage, and all other smoked
or cooked sausage not Included in Codes Nos. 330
or 410. Cooked ham, butts, or picnics are not
included under any of the sausage classifications.i
4
Loaf, Head Cheese, Chili Con Carne, Jellied 8 03
Products, Etc. - Includes souse, sulze, scrapple, i :
liver pudding, blood pudding, chop suey, imitationt °
sausage, imlitation chicken, tamales (not canned), t
and turnovers. {

k1o

e ®5 oo 4% TS 53 S0 Ge e o CO S0 6w PO e G TP 60 TP O T e 9 GO VS O o GO 6 O SO 6o o VO 6o o SO SO e SO Sv Lo o oo "o o eo
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Description of processed beef products--Continued

1 Factor used to
t convert product
Description t weight to beef~
i ' carcass
equivalent

Meat

Inspection

Division
Code

Meat and Meat Food Products (Not Canned)--Continued

420 Steaks, Chops, and Roasts - Includes fresh cuts, 0.9
cube steaks, sandwich steaks, minute beef stesks,
pork chops, packed fresh cuts, fabricated meat,
steaks,. chops, roasts and stew meat, and all
other processed packed cuts, fresh or frozen.
This item includes operations in hotel and res-
taurant supply departments wherein pork chops,
lamb chops, veal chops, pork steaks, ham steaks,
beef steaks, and all kinds of roasts are pre-
pared. This item also includes cube steaks,
gandwich steaks, and other similar items prepared.
in individual serving style, as well as chunk -
meats for stews, and liver which has been sliced
for serving. It also includes beef that 1s pre-
pared for the Army in the 3- or b-way style. It
does not include organs or byproducts requiring
no further processing or primal bone-in or bone-
less cuts which individually bear the marks of
Federal inspection, such as ribs, loins, hams,

plenics..

S1liced Product--Other than Bacon - Includes all
sliced dried beef and any other sliced product,
such as sliced sausage and loaves.

450 .5

460 Hamburger - Includes all chopped beef to be sold as 1.1

hamburger or as chopped beef.

L0 Miscellaneous Meat Food Products - Includes chit-
terlings, cattle and calf feet scalded, calf
heads, cooked tripe, cooked pork stomachs, and
other processed products (such as TV dinners and
meat pies). Does not include fats, oils, leaf
lard and compounds or canned meat or products
that do not require further processing, such as
brains, livers, hearts, kidneys, sweetbreads,
etc.

9

SO Be B4 SO0 e GO SO G4 GF G WO GO GO EE GO T G0 e0 60 e 4w o3 S M S o P G0 C® e e G P G4 GP ST BB GO GG 4 GO SO GO 43 se
6 06 CO S0 GF 26 GO PO G0 P SO SO G6 G4 60 6 D GO O GO GO GE T e GO e GO 64 P VO S3 GO ST 66 Ge GO O o SO > b ou
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Description of processed beef products--Continued

1 Factor used to

‘M”at : ¢ convert product
Inspection | Description 1 welght to beef-~
D1V131°" ! : 1 carcass
Code : ] equivalent
H !
1 Meat and Meat Food Products (Canned) 3
: ' !
641, 642 : Chill Con Carne - Includes chili con carnej chili 1 0.5
! con carne with beans. : .
t t
651, 652 1 Viennas - Includes sausage, Viennaj sausage, Vienna,! .8
H in barbecue sauce; sausage, Vienna, ends and !
! pleces. '
¢ t
661, 662 : Franksj; Wieners in Brine and Sauce - Includes t .6
: frankfurters; frankfurters--cocktaily wvienersj H
: wieners with barbecue saucej; wileners, cocktail, §
t with sauce. .
: t ,
691, 692 1 Temales - Includes tamales; temales with child { 5
' gravy) tamales, cocktail in broth. i
: 1 .
T1i1, T12 t Sliced Dried Beef. ! 2.3
. ' ! :
T21, T22 ! Chopped beef - Includes beef--chopped; beef--loaf, 1.5
t t
731, 732 t Meat Stew (All Product) - Includes beef stew; t 5
1 lamb stew; ox-tall ragout. t
: 1 .
741, Th2 t  Spaghetti Meat Products (A11 Types) - Includes ! 3
1 chili--spaghetti; chili--spaghetti with meat, 1
t beans, sauce; spaghetti and meat with sauce; t
H spaghetti and meat balls. !
t H
781, T82 ! Hamburger, Roasted or Corned Beef, Meat and Gravy - o5
H Includes beef brisket; beef--corned; beef and t
: gravy} beef and kidneys 1In gravy) beef--meat 1
! balls; beef--cocktall meat ballsj beef--roastj !
' beef--sandwich steaks; beef--steak and brown 1
! gravy; hamburgers; pork and gravy. !
. : !
791, 792 ! Soups . t 2
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Description of processed beef products--Continued

t Factor used to

Meat
{ convert product
Inspection Description 1 weight to beef-
Division : .
code carcass
equivalent
Meat and Meat Food Products (Canned)--Continued

851, 852, All Other with Meat and/or Meat Byproducts - 0.2

and Includes baby foods} baconj bacon (vacuum :
861, 862 packed); beef with barbecue sauce; brown gravy

t
'
!
?
1
]
8
H
with sliced beef} brown gravy with sliced pork} $
frankfurters and beans; frankfurters and sauver- 1
kraut; ham--hashj liver--loaf; liverwurst} 1
iutton--corned; pork with barbecue sauce; 1
scrapple; beans with hamj beans with baconj g
beef chop sueyj corned beef and cabbage with t
potatoes; enchiladas with meat in chill sauce} !
ham a la king; pate de foie with or without t
truffles; ravioll with meat; sauerkraut and i
franks; spareribs, sauerkraut, potetoesj veal '
loaf. 1

!

o ot o0 v oo e S6 v e SO 6 e o0 SO O S= o8 SO 69 OO v s OO

Source: Codes and descriptions extracted from Manual of Meat Inspection
Procedures of the United States Department of Agriculture; factors estimated
by U.8. Tariff Commission.
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Appendix B

Statistical Tables
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Table 1.~--Total end per oapita U.S. oivilian consumption of specified meats,
averages 1950-52 end 1953-57, annusl 1953-63

e

Red ‘' 1
od meat (carcass weight) _/ ! poulbry mests

1
!
Parlod : 1 1 T T (chicken
; Total Lamb and ' Total, ' 8
t Beef 1+ Veal ’ 1+ Pork 1 ) ¢+ and turkeys
. . , beef and veal . mutton | red meat , ready-to-cioﬂ
‘: Total consnmption (millien pounds)
Averaget t 1 ] ] ] t [} ‘ ’
9,183 ¢+ 1,103 ¢ 10,286 + 10,786 1t S8l 1 21,656 ¢ 3,918

1 1,532 1 14,838 1+ 10,341 1 732 1 25,912 1 1,619
[ [ t ' 1 1
1 1,485 13,598 1+ 9,900 1 7351 2b,233 ¢ I, 165
1 1,591 1 1,33+ 9,549 1 730 +  2h,613 1 L,470
v 1,531 ¢ 1L,8kL 1 10,833 753 1 26,430 ¢ ,27h
v 1,572 ¢ 15,693 + 11,125 ¢ 735 1 27,553 ¢ k,899
' 1,hq1 t 15,723 t 10,297 709 1+ 26,729 5,286
t 1,150 3 11,936 + 10,325 : 719 ¢+ 259,980 ¢ 5,83
t 990 1 15,192 ¢ 11,797 ¢ 83 ¢+ 27,819 1 6,130,
1 1,092 ¢ 16,213 ¢ 11,56k ¢ 852 1+ 28,629 1 6,099
1,022 ¢ 16,893 + 11,229 ¢ 923 29,0L5 6,818
1 1,003 @ 17,306 & 11,685 1 950 +  29,9LL ¢ 6,80l
: 011 ¢ 18,L79 ¢+ 12,173 1 908 1 31,560 ¢ 7,006

! : 3 ! : ! 1

‘ ; Per capits consumption (pounds)

Averaget 1 [ [ [ ! t 1
1950-52=====mmmmm==s ! 00.6 ¢ 7.3¢ 67,9 1 T7L.2 ¢ 3.9 1 143.0 ¢ 6.9
1953-57mm==m==m====" + BL.9t 9. 91t 63.7 ¢ L5+  159.6 ¢ 28.h

Annualt ] ! ' 8 ' t $
1953 === mmmmmmmmrmn 1 7761 9.5 87.1 ¢ 63.5 1 L7t 155.3 s 26.7
195 ~mmmmmmmmm e + B80.1t 10.0t 90,11 60.0 @ L6 3 15h.7 't 28.1
1955w mmmmm 1 B82.0 s 9. s 91y 1+ 66.8 1 L6 2 162.8 3 26.3
1956mmmmmm e i 85l 9.5 9,9t 67.31 L5 ¢ 166,71 29.6
1957 wmmmmmmrmm s 8461 8.8 93,k ¢+ 6.1 .2y o 158.7 % 31.h
1958mcmmmnm e t 80.5 ¢ 6.7 ¢ 87.2 ¢ 60.2 h.2 ¢ 151.6 ¢ 3h.1
1959 - mmmmmmmm ¢ BLL1 5.7 87.1 1 67.6 1 L.8:  159.5 1 35.2
1960mmmmmmmnmm———— --t  B85.21 6.2 1 91,4 ¢+ 65.2 ¢ I8 2 161.L 1 3
196lacemmmmmm - m——— 1 08.0 5.7 1 93.7t+ 63.21 5.1 ¢ 162.0 t 37.8
1962~mmmmme= m———— r 89.1 E.S ' 9.6+ 63.91 5.2 3 163.7 37.2
1963 mmmmmmmmmmmmm——= 12/ 9.6 12/ b9 g/ 9952/ 655 2/ b9 2/ 169.9 1 .1

v : T 3

.
1

1/ Excludes edible offal.
2/ Preliminary; from U,S, Department of Agrioulture, Economic Research Service, Livestock and Meat
g1Tuation, LMS-137, May 196k, —————

Source: Unless otherwise stated, compiled from data in publications of the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture as follows: For red meat, Livestock and Meat Statistics, 1962 Statistical Bulletin No. 333,
July 1963; for poultry, Consumption oF Food in the Tnited States, I95§-52, Agriculture Handbook No. 62
gnd supplements.
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Table 5,--U.S. exports of domestic cattle, by types,

141

1958-63
' Cattle for breeding ' : :
: - ¢+ Other
Year . Total
* Dairy | Other @ O&ttle
: © Quantity (number)
H . !
1958~ cmmmm e ——————— 6,131 17,773 + 1,678 + 25,582
1959 == mmmmmmm e = 6,479 12,468 + 31,782 ¢ 50,729
1960mmmm = m o 12,136 1h,53L ¢ 5,520 + 32,190
1961 mmmmmmmmmmmm = 11,523 9,691 + 2,798 :+ 2L,012
1962 1/ cmcmmmmmmem o mm e 9,148 + 8,891 : 1,273 : 19,312
1963 1/==mmmmmmmmmemmmmm=m=t 10,862 1 11,566 : 727 + 23,155
~ Value (1,000 dollars)
1 S — 2,378 : 5,088 L1 ;7,947
1959 """"""""""""""""""" 2,530 : 5,0’40 : 8,160 : 15,730
1960=mmmmmmmmmmm e = h,129 :+ 5,062 + 1,200 :+ 10,391
1961 = mmmmmmmmm mm L,li19 + 3,880 : 750 ¢+ 9,0L9
1962 1/ mmmmmmmmmm e 3,495 3,96l 370+ 7,829
1963 1/~mm=mmmmmmmmmmeemmmemt 1,533 5,80k : 231 : 10,568
) H H
Unit value (per head)
1958-mcmmmmmmmm e mm $388 $286 :  $287 :  $311
1959~ === mmmmm mm e m 390 Lol : 257 310
1960=mmmmmmmm e e = 8 340 348 217 323
3961 mmmmmmmmmmmmm i mm e 383 10O 268 377
173/ JEEERRE———— 382 Ll 291 1 105
1963 1/~==mmmmmmm e L17 502 : 318 156

.
.
.

1/ Preliminary.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of’

Commerce.
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Table 7.--Production of beef and veal, by selected countries, 1958-63

(Million pounds, carcass weight)

H H H H H :
Area , 1958 1959 - 1960 : 1961 : 1962 1/ ¢ ) 1963 1/
Yorth America: : ! ! : H H
Unlted States—-me==mmmemenan ¢ 14,516 : 1L4,588 : 15,835 : 16,343 + 16,308 : 17,350
Canada=-=====m=-mmmamm————— t 1,31+ 1,261 : 1,387 : 1,k35 : 1,435 ¢ 1,537
Mexicom=—===c=mmcammmm e ! 992 : 88l : 912 960 979 :. 1,119 -
Central Amesrican Republics 1@ : ! : : '
2/ 3/==memmmmmmm e 1189 s 186 : 205 : 219 : 21l : 225
" Totale—emmmmmm—m— e £ 17,011 : 16,919 : 18,339 : 18,957 : 18,936 0,030
South America: ! t : : : :
Argentina---~--c-=cmeceee--t 5,602 ¢ 3,902 : L4,189 : L,582 : L,700 :+ 5,512
Uruguay-===m=m=m==m=omma——— : 515 ¢ 571 1 709 @ 581 1 605 3 647
Total-==m=mmm=mememmeen: 6,117 ¢ L,L73 ¢ 0,898 ¢+ 5,163 : 5,305 : 6,159
Western Europe: : : : ! : :
European Economic e t H : ot t
Communitys--==m=cm=—=---- + 6,854 : 7,060 : 7,h69 : 8,239 : 8,751 : 9,039
United Kingdom——-=eveamaauax ¢ 1,821 ¢+ 1, 609 : 1,836 : 2,020 : 2 025 : 2,083
Ireland===-==-=c=-ammem——-- : 172 : 202 : 235 : 28l : 2hh : 2hh
Total---mmee e e e :~ 8,847 ¢ 8,871 : 9,540 : 10,543 : 11,020 : 11,360
,Oceania: : : : : ] :
Australig----——-cc-emmcanan : 1,897 : 1,878 : 1,509 : 1,610 : 1,949 : 2,086
New Zealand bL/----=emumnoum : 592 ¢ 525 52l ¢ 555 663 : 638
Totalemmm=m=meme e m e : 2,089 : 2,403+ 2,033 :+ 2,165 : 2,612 : 2’72h
Grand total---———-memmmmmeeee : 3L,L6L : 32,666 : 34,810 : 36,828 : 37,873 : LO,LBO

1/ Preliminary.

?/ Partly estimated.

3/ Includes Costa Rica, Guatemala, Honduras, and Nicaragua.
/ For years ending Sept. 30.

| Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
and from official statistics of the Food and Agriculture Organization, United
Nations; except as noted. ,
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Table 8,--Exports of fresh, chilled, or frozen bone-~in and boneless beef and veal,
from principal exporting countries, by destinstions, 1958-63

(Million pounds, product weight)

Exporting country and : : ! : [ ] I
P degiinationy ! 1958 H 1959 ! 1960 H 1961 t 1962 ' 1963 %/
Argentina: H 1 H ' ! !
United Kingdom--==wmwemmwmmmmewmt 565 1 - LB7 @ h28 ¢ 340 : L33 s 535
European Economic Community----- ¢+ 148 : 185 : 120 ¢ 169 : 250 3 362
All otherer-crememmmrm— ot 87 + 1Lt : 75 ¢ 97 1+ 18L ¢ 26l
" Pobalemmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmemmt B0 ¢ BL9 : 623 t 606 : 867 : 1,161
Australia: 2/ : g ? T T T
United States- - ¢ 11+ 116+ 197 ¢+ 172 ¢+ 329 : L5
United Kingdom-=ee==ommmmemewm"x t 217+ 33 : 183 : 91 80 ¢ 62
All other=weemmmmm——— e ! 56 Sl L2 ¢ 38 : L2 ¢ L7
' Totalememm e e e ! 28l ¢ 513 ¢ L22 ¢ 301 ¢+ . L51 : Ptin
New Zealand: : : : T T T
United States-eemmmemmmmem=--=--: 188 : 153 : 126 : 147 : 200 : 22l
United Kingdom--=ew-mmemmmeemman! 29 17 Ls ¢ 25 ¢ 18 13
AYl other--emr=-——memm e : L3 : 29 50 : L1 : L1 : 148
Totalemrmmmmm e ©_ 260 : 199 ¢ 221 : 213 s 259 : . 285
Uruguay: ~ : T H H T L
United Kingdomemmemmmemmmmmmmman 3 16 75 @ LS+ - L3 87
European Economic Community----- t 9 21 ¢ 37 ¢ 29 30 © 15
A1]l Obher—mmemmmm—mmemmmmmmmmmm=t 3/ 25 1 17 3 10t 13 i L/ 52 : 38
Totalemmmmm e e e e : 37 @ Sl ¢ 122 ¢ a7 @ 125 1 Lo
Irish Republic: : T : . 7 T '
United States 5/---=-====mmmmmme ¢ 31 Wb 6k 8L 78 82
United Kingdom=ememom=mommmmmnm— 6 : 15 ¢ .34 73 L6 38
Al]l other=—--—emmememmom e e : 22 3 19 8 11 8 16
Pobalmmmmmemmmmmmmmmmmmmmemt 55 1 78 : 106 : 165 : 132 136
Mexico 6/==mmmmmmmmmmmmemmmm e YO IV I Y8R B 4
Central American Republics 6/ 7/-- 3 s 17 29 31 : hS : 6&
Canada §/---mmmmmmmmmmmmmmememmemmi 55 2l 20 31 : 22
"Grand total of areas above------ : 1,565 ¢ 1,751 : 1,560 ¢ 1,L91 ¢ 1 961 ﬁ

1/ Preliminary.
2/ For years ending June 30 of the year shown,
3/ Principally to Spain and Greece.
./ Principally to the U.S.S.R.
T/ Data for 1960-63 include shipments to U.S. armed forces overseas.
6/ Virtually all exports go to the United States.
l/ Includes Costa Rica, Guatemala, Honduras, and Nicaragua.

Source: Data for the L Central American Republics compiled from officlal
statistics of the U.S., Department of Commerce; data for other countries compiled

from statistics of The Commonwealth Economic Committee Intelligence Bulletin (monthly
issues), and Mest, A Review, London, 1963.




Table 9,--Number of cattle

1y

on farms in aspecitied countries

(In t.hougands)

and areas, 1956-6lL 1/

1 T t v 1 T ¥ :
Area + 19%8 1 1959 ¢ 1960 ¢ 1961 t 1962 ¢ 1963 2/ 1 196k 2/

1 t 1 3 1 3 1

North America: ' ! t ) 1 1 ]
Canada t 10,293 ¢+ 10,112 1 10,489 10,897 @ 10,932 11,206 ¢ 11,552
United States 3/-m=w—-m-m=-- t 91,176 1 93,322 ¢ 96,236 1 97,534 s 100,002 + 103,736 3 106,488
Mexico + 18,900 + 20,000 1 21,000 + 21,100 1 22,500 t Zﬁ,soo ' 2h,500
Cuba + 5,700 + 5,8h0 3 5,760 t 5,025 1t hy523 ¢ ,500 t ly, 500
Central American : h,58L ¢ L,739 b,8L3 ¢ 5,040 t 5,136 ¢ 6,857 1t 6,022

Republies lyfomeeemmsn - . t ! ' ' t t

South Amerlcai [ 1 1 1 t [ t
Brazil v 69,548 1 71,l20 ¢ 72,829 1 73,962 1 76,176 1 79,078 1 81,115
Argentina v L1,395 ¢+ 11,203+ h3,398 ¢+ 13,200 1 b3,300 + 11,000 ¢ 11,500
Columbi v 1,00 ¢+ 14,840 15,100 1 15,400 1 15,600 ¢+ 15,600 1 15,800
Venozusla---mmm——me=-= + 8,240 ¢+ 8,600 t 9,200 t 9,800 1 10,000 1 10,000 t 10,000
Uruguay v 7,430t 7,502 t 7,505 1 8,680 t 8,516 1 8,617 1 8,719

Other- v 13,727 ¢+ 13,8L5 ¢ 1h,098 1 1h4,318 ¢ 1h,308 1t 1h,k405 ¢ 1k,

Western Europet t t ! H ' t H
European Economic Community-t 13,999 ¢ 15,2h2 ¢ 146,168 ¢ 148,060 @ 49,216 ¢ 148,976 ¢ 148,160
United Kingdome-=----==-----t 10,819 t 11,005 t 11,479 11,702 ¢ 11,618 ¢+ 11,605 1t 1,kLé0
Ireland 1 3,969 + 1,053 t 4,273 ¢ l,2h1 ¢ 14,165 s L, 301 ¢ Iy, 369
Other 5/«=mmem==m=m==== y 17,688 1+ 17,892°: 18,7001 19,207 t 19,601 ¢ 19,318 : 19,011

Oceaniat { H t t 1 H H
Australig---——-==cmwm- t 16,892 1 16,257 1 16,503 17,332 18,033 ¢ 18,505 ¢ 19,100
New Zealande—-=w==mm=m= 1 5,886 ¢+ 5,973 ¢ 5,992 ¢ o,hh6 ¢ 6,598 1t 6,690 1t 6,720
Africa ¢+ 116,300 @ 112,430 ¢+ 117,790 ¢ 116,000 ¢+ 116,000 + 118,000 ¢ 119,000
Asia t 371,180 + 376,680 + 375,690 t 400,000 ¢ 403,800 ¢+ 407,800 l11,ko0
Other areas 6/wmmmme=m=mm—==w==1 100,737 t 102,290 1 309,667 ¢ 112,886 1+ 120,376 t 12,406 122,718

s 1 1 1 1 T T
World total 7/ 1 972,820 + 983,205 1 1,007,020 + 1,040,830 1 1,060,400 & 1,077,100 ¢ 1,086,500

! : ! : 1 1 :

_]/ Inoludes work animals and buffaloes in some countries,

2/ Preliminary.

3/ Includes Alaska and Hawaii in 1961-6L.
___/ Includes Costa Rica, Guatemdla, Honduras, and Nicaragnua;

estimated world total.
%/ Principally Spain, Demmark,

' I/ Egtimated; includes allowance for countries for whi

and Austria,
%/ Chiefly U.S5.S.R. and Eastern Europe.

data for other countries are included in the

ch data are not available.

Sourcet Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Table 10,--U,S. imports for consumption of cattle, by classes, 195L-63

T Gatble (purebred)!

! for breeding

Other cattle, weighing each--

H

-
H
+ Total,

Year . ' ' 700 pounds or more

. t : .Less than : 200 to : 1all cattle
: Bulls Cows 1200 pounds:699 pounds *Dairy cows' Other t
H H H 3 1 H
X Quantity (number)

’ ¢ H : t H H H
195)=emmmm : 638 : 1L,738 : 2,872 3,377 ¢+ 17,633 : L6,798 :+ - 86 056
1955-=wm== : 56L 17,797 3,795 + 191,849 : 26, 676 ¢ T3, 1696 31h,377
1956-=m===t 639 : 17,921 :  L,la9 : 97,984 : 21y, 36l : 14,038 + 159,35
1957<==mw~ + 2,503 : 22,435 : 18,L00 : h3h,901 : 19,342 : 230,272 : 727,853
1958~ mmmm ¢ 2,5h7 :+ 23,6L7 : 16,811 : 776,837 : 20,8h1 : 311,72L ¢ 1,152, ho7
1959-=w===t 1,858 : 18,841 : 31,775 : 503,725 : 16,600 : 135, 1956 708 755
1960-===== t 1,359 ¢+ 17, 26h : 33,852 : 509,58L :+ 20, 618 : 8o, h97 ' 663,17h
1961 =mmmmm s 95l : 18 968 « 37,260 : B835,L51 : 2h 986 1 125 102 1 1,042,721
1962 1/---: 1,L3L 16,339 + 66,240 : 1,041,56L & | 15 515 1 108,937 t 1, 250 029.
1963 T/---1 1,600 : 16,962 1 63,739 :+ 688,938 : 11, 876 + 69,163 1 852 278

' 3 H : $
Forelgn value (1,000 dollars)

H H H H H H ’
195)mmmmm=t Los ¢ - 3,631 3 53 285 3,004 ¢+ 8,737 + 16,115
1955==mm=m=t . 388 : u L5l 77+ 11,229 913 : 8 L68 28 529
1956~~~~=~: L79 h 282 1 82 5,029 : h w6 1 6h2 : 15, 660_
1957-=====t  5L6 : h 5L9 385+ 27,56L ¢ 3,l12 ¢ 3L,478 : 70,93h
1958-mmmm=t 1,153 6,375 1 L35 : 70,7h2 h h3o : Sh 195 ¢ 137,330
1959~===n=t 1,051 ¢+ 6,358 : 900 :  L9,776 : h, : 26,6l2 3 88 787
1960-==mmm : 642 + 5,601 : 876 41,570 : b, 827 : 1h 659 + 68 175
1961 -mmm=mr : 566 6,060 : 971 67,853 : S,Shz : 19,791 ¢+ 100,783
1962 1/~==1 868 : 5,215 : 2,036 : 85,369 : 3,740 ¢+ 19,3LL ¢ 116, 572.
1963 I/---: 1,050 : 5,425 1 2,059 : 50,00k : 2,812 ¢+ 12,71k : 7h 06l

H . H 4 H H
: Percent of total quantity

195h—mmmm- : 0.7 ¢ 17.1 3.3 : 3.9 ¢ 20.5 SL.5 1 100.0
1955 —mmmm=t 2 5.7 : 1.2 : 61.0 : 8.5 : 23.4 1 100.0
1956====mm: Ao 11.2 2.8 : 61.5 : 15.3 8.8 100.0
1957 mmmmm=t 3 3.1 ¢ 2.5 59.8 : 2.7 3 31.6 100.0
1958=mmmmmt 20t 2.1 1.5 67.h 3 1.8 3 27.0 100.0
1959 mmmmmm : 31 2.7 L.5 71.1 : 2.3 ¢ 19.1 100.0
1960===m==t 2 2.6 : 5.1 : 76.8 : 3.1 ¢ 12.2 ¢ 100.0
1961 =m=mm=3 A 1.8 : 3.6 : 80.1 : 2.h 12.0 1 100.0
1962 1/--- d e 1.3 5.3 83.3 : 1.2 ¢ 8.8 100.0
1963 1/--- 2 2.0 3 7.5 80.8 : 1.h 8.1 : 100.0

1/ Preliminary.

Source:

Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 12.~-U.S, imports for consumption of boneless beef, fresh, chilled,or frozen,
by principal sources, 1956 and 1958-63

Source ' 1956 1958 1959 1960 1961 19621/ 19631/

! Quantity (1,000 pounds, product weight)

: 1 : : : : :
Augtralig~-——-=——==--= v 2,835t 16,085 : 220,840 & 1k2,3h5 : 230,107 : uho,526 :+ 509,263
Now Zeglandoooommoot  Lj012-: 152,027 ¢ 135,l63°: 115,634 + 139,152 : 189,485 : 213,99
Republic of Ireland--t 3,725 + 23,63 : 41,013 :  L3,601 : 61,096 + - 70,519 + T72,L7k
Mexico-~mmmmmmmmmmm et 5,3h7 :+ 67,763 ¢ 38,L39 + 37,065 : L9,480 + 55,39h 1 67,056
Nicaragua--=--======= : -t Lo : 5,729 9,853 + 13,021 :+ 12,37k : 21,L63
Costa Rica--~-=wewm——t LS 1,662 ¢ 8,71L : 15,26l 8,67k 8,088 :+ 1L,716
Guatemala -t - -t -3 1,927 ¢+ 11,86L +  1k,168
Canada-=-==—=m-====w=t 9,158 ¢+ 21,236 : 11,919 :+ 12,922 : 16,h91 ¢+ 12,06k ¢ 10,3L5
Hondurag———=-==w=====1 -t -t 1,430 : 3,391 ¢ 5,199 ¢ 9,003 9,195
United Kingdom--=-=--- : -1 -t 1,696 2,978 1,312 6,891 3,905
Halti-mommmmm o e : ] - - -t 308 2,420 2,381
Dominican Republic---: -t 1,905 1,778 585 ¢ 202 : 120 : 8
Cubam——mm e e e : - 23 1,501 o1 : - -t -
Other - s 322 ¢ 1,477 ¢ 662 175 ¢ 252 ¢ 309 : 936

. : : : : : o o
Total, all t : : : : : [
SOUrces—~av-—w=i 25,1kl ¢ 285,85h + L69,18L : 383,86l : 527,521 - 819,057 : 939,906

: : : : : : :

f Foreign value (1,000 dollars)
Australia----c-==---=: 680 : 5,176 : 80,940 : 50,506 : 76,841 : 135,321 : 159,702
New Zealand----- R 1 900 : 51,345 : 50,023 : 1,052 :+ 47,589 + 58,757 : 68,791
Republic of Irelend—-: 1,011 : 8,538 : 17,007 : 15,95k : 21,573 : 23,112 23,773
MeXiCommmmmmmmmmmm——= 1,308 + 22,13L : 16,611 :  1b,262.: 18,119 : 19,160 : 21,759
Nicaragua--=--======= : - 12 1,823 : 3,11k b,271 ¢ 3,93L + 6,983
Costa Rica=-m—mm—menm=t 9 : 291 2,862 : 5,220 : 2,671 ¢ 2,631 : 4,816
Guatemala-m=-========1 B - - - 675 : bi,081 : 4,759
Canada-—===mmmm=———==! 2,L60 : 9,067 : 5,063 : h,920 : 5,109 : b, 6Ll ¢ 3,932
Hondurag=e==--=m===-=-==t - -3 LS8 1,268 : 2,247 ¢ 3,259 : 2,819
United Kingdom--~---- : -1 - 702 : 1,082 : Lho 2,256 1,273
Hatti--mmemmmm e e m e : - -1 -3 - 101 : 779 : 748
Dominican Republic---t -1 571 627 : 221 90 : Shos 3
CUbA-=mmmmmmm e : - 9 5L8 18 - -2 -
Other : L6 1 3l s 29 76 12k : 105 : 286

: : 1 : : : .3

Total, all : : : : : :
BOUTCE B —mmmmm o= : 6Ll r 97,787 137,693 : 179,850 : 299 ,6Lk

176,913 :

258,093 :

1/ Preliminary.

Source:

Compiled from official statistics of the U

.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 13.--U.S. imports for consumption of boneless beef, fresh, chilled, or
frozen, by areas and customs districts, specified years 1958 to 1963

(In thauaanda‘of’pounds, product weight)

- T 1 1 !
Area and customs district , 1958 : 1960 : 1962 1/ : 1963 1/
' ! : ! 1
North Atlantic States: ’ $ '
New YOrk=——mm= e mm————————— e e § : 11h,9LL : 197,235 382 L6 z 372,233
Philadelphiamm-mme—meommmmem e e : 12,353 ¢ 37,32L 88 932 :+ 99, J37h
Massachugettg=mmmmmmmmem e e e e : 2,392 1 12, 51h hO 025 ¢ hLi,501
St. LAOWTENCE=mmmmmm s e i o e e e : 10 218 + 71, Ozg 8, ggg 1 T, 360 '
-Other customs districts----wewe—em-—- ! 079 9 z 18
Western Statest 2/ : ‘ : :
LoS AngeleS-mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmemmme—a=! 17,823 t 25, h16 ¢ 59,632 : 68,688
San Francisco==—mmmmmmmem e - e : 29,235 ¢ 26 278 h6 L12 :+ 52,126
Washingbon-eme—mmeomom e e : 9,2%0 ! 15 238 23,600 : 24,128
" Other customs districtg-——-ee—eee———- v 2,651 1 3,677 i 7,379 1 12,566
S —— TG.839 70,108 "137*655‘ “iB?‘E‘B‘
South Atlantic States: 2 : T
Florida-=c=mmmmme e e e + 1,907 ¢ 7,860 : 3h,6h9 : 69,297
South Caroling=m-—=-=memmmm—mm————— -3 - ¢ 15,310 : 35,688
VArgindgmmemommmommm e e 56- s -2, 26@ 17, 3%2
Other customs districts-—--w-eeeeeen-- : 3 103 ¢+ 3,79 266
T R 2,470 ¢ 7,903 : 56,023 'I?BLEBS‘
South Central States: ! : :
Laredo==m—mmmm——— e —————— ———————— ¢ 35,769 : 16,L02 : 29,289 ¢ 35,381
El Pagomimmmmmmmmmcmmmemammmmmmmmmmmi 30,183 ¢ 17,829 : 2l;,591 : 27,686
Ga1Veston-mmmmmmmmmm—m o e 67 1 b5 ¢ 1h,162 1 21,747
New Orleange————=mommmm—————————————— : 17k ¢ 119 :+ 8,881 : 20 62h
Other customs districts-——-=———m—eea=: 38 -3 1,675 : 1, éhh
TObalenmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmnnmmmnmi_ 66,531 ¢ 30,39% : 78,508 : 107082
All other areas: ' H 3 :
HaWai d - = mmmm mmm e o e : 5,L67 ¢ 8, 62h 10,010 : 11,870
. Puerto R1COmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm—mmmmmeem3 1,322 ¢ 1, ’3%6 : 7,203 : 10,605
ChiCagommmmmm s o o e e = : E,héé : ) 62 : 129 : 2, (5)55
Other customs districts—-—--—ememmma=: ,071 @ ,916 ¢ 8,257 97
RS ———— ) I V2T Y N T TS RS '"1ﬁ*i?7'
Total, all areas 3/------=-ec---m- : 285,85k : 383,86L : 819,057 .,939,906

1/ Preliminary.
g/ Includes Alaska.
_/ Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce,
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Table 1li.--U.S. imports for consumption of boneless beef, fresh, chilled,
or frozen, by months, 1960-63 and January-April 196l

(In thousands of pounds, product weight)

* Month Pooageo 11961 [ 19621/ | 19631/ ! o196l 3/

JANUATY = —mmmmmmmm e mm e m + 29,929 : 28,35L : 56,337 : LB,786: 75,L56.
February-==eae-mmemm-meme=——— : oh,867 : 2L,706 : L1,281 : 85,372 : L0,153
Marche-memm——mmmeammmmm—--—=t 25,863 : 34,884 : 88,660 : 71,722: 60,583
April-cm-emmmmmmmmmmm====-==: 35,551 : Ll,332 : 53,110 : 51,628 56,209"
May-mmemmm—mmmm e -—-t 30,232 :+ 29,857 : L2,786 : 73,632: T oL
JUNE—<mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmemmt 35,836 ¢ 53,229 ¢+ 57,L85 : 68,502 -
Julyemmmmmcmmmmmmmmmemmmmm=t 41,533 1 51,833 ¢+ 62,959 : - 95,312: -
AUBUS L mmmmm o e : 58,289 : '68,LSL : 101,892 : 101,539: -
September-=—=me=cem-mmmem——- : 37,857 + L3,882 : 91,58L : 103,913: - -
October—-—mmmmmmm————————— ¢  25,l82 : L7,822 : - 76,818 : 90,389: -
November-mmmmmemmem e ¢ 15,899 : 58,158 : 7L,011 : 72,60L. -
DeCembertmmmmmmmmmmmmmnmmnt__ 22,526 + 12,010 : 72,134 : 76,507: -
T [ + 383,880+ 527,521 ¢ B19,057 : 939,906 -

1/ Preliminary.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Commerce .
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Table 16.,--U.S, imports for consumption of beef, bone-in, fresh,
chilled, or frozen, by areas and customs districts, specified
years 1958 to 1963 A

(In thousands of pounds)

Area and customs district | 1958 | 1960 | 1962 1/ | 1963 1/

North Atlantic States: : : : :
New York-—=———=—eemmeeeee : 9,20 : 1,341 : 2,75k : 2,350
Buffalo-—=—=-==——mmmmme : 3,865 658 : 1,56k : 567
Other customs districts---: 8,586 : 2,039 : 863 : 1,733
Total-mmmmmmmmmm e e : 21,650 & ,030 & 5,181 : 1,650
South Central States: : : : :
Laredo~=—===m=mmcmmm e ¢ L,602 : 1,838 : 1,541 : 2,795
El Pago-=-=-=mmmmmmmcmeee s : 6L6 ¢ 117 + 1,033 : 1,948
Other customs districts---: 259 16 208 : 376
T t 5,507 : 1,972 : 2,782 : 5,110
Western States: 2/ : : : :
Los Angeles--========m-ouu: 3,35) : 531 : 135 566
San Franclsco==—==—mmmeae—- : 3,392 28 : 163 : 830
Washington---——=cmemmmmamo : L,200 : 1,008 : 1,105 : 219
Other customs districts---: 2,891 : - 93 :  1,37h : 719
Total--======-=-mmm--e—: 13,837 1 1,880 : 2,777 + 2,33
All other areas: : : : : P
Puerto RiCo=--=-=------m=-: 1,684 : 5,108 : 5,093 : 3,677
Dakotg==m====mmm e : 9,893 : 1,002 : 981 : 228
Other customs districts---: 6,335 : 684 : 1,953 : 3,939
Total--==--=cmmmmmmee --=: 17,002 : 6,79L : 8,027 :+ 7,80
Total, all areas 3/-—------- : 58,880 : 14,685 : 18,767 : 19,947

1/ Preliminary.
2/ Includes Alaska. .
é/ Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Complled from official statistics of the U.S. Department
of Commerce.



153

* S0ISWWOD Mo.pumaunmmwn..me wnv.wo muapmﬂpwpm‘AMWOﬂmwo moxJ peTrdwo) :92INOg

-005¢ ueuy ssel /g
s LreuTwtTedd /T

Gog‘6  : £€6°g  : g9 G oLL‘s P STef9 P 9OT’S fEL R seo.mos
: : : : : . : : ITE ‘T1B30l
T : - T 9T :n - T - - et T T I9Ya0
6'e T 6N : 08 : - P I P g 2 /2 fommmmmmm—mmooes OOTXB
6.8 : g 2 9€€ : 92€ iy : 29T P - fmmmmmmmmmoes eTTeI3STy
6IL°T T 6E6 :ISg ) P ELLT P GETT t el tm—m=-—---—------BPRUE)
loofL  : 66Tl FogOLM  : gno o+ MmEe :TeLE I Pommmmmmo pueTesz MoN
(sxeTIoP 000‘T) enTes usteJog m
ooz ¢ TISTSZ ¢ MMOT ot SlefST G BETS9T P 90SET  f SR oo s50.m08
: : : : : : : e ‘1e10l
ne - 2= :gn : 21 P - - T - R I9U30
€IL. - * Slé LAl (4 2 - : 98 P 6T t 2 Pmmmmmmm oo 00X
gst’ : 2T : BLT'T T 6h6 P T2ECT : LLS T - Pemmm e BTTEI}SOY
L6nen T lecce : Llofe T LE6°T T 652N T 0692 T 6€2 R e e e epeue)
TzlgT ¢ LelOz : €62l ¢ LlEfRT  : elifor  :ogefor G T et pueTesz MoN
(spunod 000°T) £3TRUETD ;
T eo6T | fTe6T . TFT . 0961 . 6S6T . BS6T . 95T : soanog

- €9-856T pue

956T “s@oanos Tedioutad £q
suszoiy Jo ‘peTTTU® ‘Useiy -‘Teea jo uorqdumsuod o3 sjxodut °g*n --*LT STABL




154

Teble 18.--U.S. imports for consumption of veal, fresh, chilled, or frozen,
by areas and customs districts, specified years 1958 to 1963

(In thousands of pounds)
Area and customs district f 1958 f 1960

19621/ ° 1963 1/

North Atlantic States: ; : ;
St. Lawrence---=——=mmm=we=: 2,026 : 1,468 : 2,128

: lL,5h1
New York--—-==-mm==mmmmm—— ¢ 2,858 :+ 7,700 : 5,9L9 5,184
Other customs districts---: 863 : 794 14,555 : 4,719
Totalemmmmm——m e m e : 5,707 ¢ 9,961 : 12,632 10, hhL
Western States: 2/ : : : : : -
San Francisco--=-=======-- : 2,305 ¢ 1,770 : 4,067 : b,o7h.
Los Angeles~-=mmmm—==m==mm= ) 1,128 : 1,67k : 1,962 : 1,343
Washington-----=-—mmmmmam- $ 1,160 : 1,137 1,62 826
Other customs districts---: 286 : 212t 189 : 99
Total----===m=mmm——————— : L,879 : i, 793 : 7,842 6}5&2
South Central States: H : : :
Galveston~——mmmm—mm—mm e ' 19 : - 3,491 h, ohz
Other customs districts---: - -1 975 7H6
Total-—=—=mmm—mmm——m———— : 19 : - L,L66 4,700
A1l other areas-—--==========3 2,860 : col 571 : . 65h

Ry

25,511 : 26,429

Total, all areas 3/ ----- : 13,506 : 15,275

1/ Preliminary.
2/ Includes Alaska.
3/ Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Complled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Commerce. ' '
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Table 22 --U.S. imports for consumption of canned beef, l/ by areas and customs

districts, specified years 1958 to 1963 »
(In thousands of pounds, product_weight)
Area and customs district i 1958 i 1960 f 1962 2/: 1963 2/
‘ , ' ! : !
North Atlantic States: ! : H T
 New YOTKen=mmmmm o i i i + 20,431 : 15,162 1 16,L31 + 22,057
Philadelphia-—---- e e : 9,618 + 6,818 + 8,007 9,969
Massachusetts——--~ e eeemmme=m=1 5,991 t 3,916 : 2,882 : L,259
Other customs districts=—-—--=-=m===--=- ! - L8 1 575 6l
Totalmmmmm e i e s~ 36,040 : 25,94 @ 27,905 ¢ 36,929
South Atlantic States: _ : : : :
Maryland——-=—=--= R cememt 7,974 ¢ 5,184 : 7,809 : 9,913
Virginia-—=--—=m==- o o o i + 7,3L8 :+ 5,546 :+ 5,558 : 7,589
Lo 48 m e oo mmmmmm ==t 1,173 1 1,309 3 15,175 & 6,700
South Caroling------ e o e o e . 3,808 ¢ 1,8h2 : 2,215 : 2,651
Other customs distrigts--m-=-=--=m=—--- : - 36 -3 C-
S 78,300 : 16,886 : 20,758 : 20,853
South Central States: t : '8 :
New Orleans-———--mmmmm=mmmmmmmmm==m====t 20,195 : 15,13L ¢ 1b,547 ¢ 19,052,
Galveston-m——~—mmrmme————————— e = ¢ L,102 : 2,725 ¢ 2,170 : L,L63
Other customs districts-------—m==m-==- : 1,258 631 : 1,012 : 2,136
Totalemmmmmmm e e e t~ 25,855 ¢ 16,490 17,729 : 25,051
Western States: : , : ! :
San Francisco-r-mmm==momsmmmm—————— == ¢ 7,h99 ¢ L,hi2 s 5,059 : 7,0L6
Los Angeles----===m=m==—== A ¢ 8,738 :+ L,173:+ 5,678 : 7,763
WaShingbon-—n === mmmmmm === mm= === . 2,220 : 1,207 : 1,536.: 1,6uL
Other customs districtg----------- pe—-=: 1,816 : 910 + 1,078 : 1,lLLO
P8 Lmmmmm e mm e mmmmmmmmmmm == i 20,273 ¢ 10,702 13351 I7,593_
A1l other areas: : : : :
Puerto RiCOo--—mmmmmmmmmm o mmmm e L,666 1 3,558 &+ 3,1L7 : L, 79;
Other customs districts—--—==-m--==——=-m- : 301 : 955 + 1,067 : 1,2l
Total-mmmmmm—mm e " T,967 ¢+ 5,513 ¢+ L,2lh : 6,037
Total, all -areas 3/----=-=====-=--mm-mol 113,437 ¢ 76,53L : 83,958 : 113,363

17 Includes corned beef
2/ Preliminary.
2/ Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 23,--Prices of selected classes of cattle at Ohlcsgo and Kansas Clty,
annual 1950-63, and by months January 1962-May 196k

(Per 100 pounds)
. Choice : Choice ' Cows, Chicago

Year and month ' fed steers, t feeder steers,
: Chicago : 5Ogagggspgizgs’: Cutter 2 Canner
1 : N "
' s : ! ~
BL{o Sa—— “m——t $29.68 1 $29.25 $16.48
1951 - mmm e ! 35.96 37.0k : 20.93
1952 e mm e t 33.18 31.29 ¢ 16.82
1953-~mm v 1 2L.1k ¢ 21.06 1t 10.67
195l ~mmmmmm e ! 2l.66 1 21.23 ¢ 9.60
1955 m e mmmm e ' 23.16 : 21.61 1 10.00
1956 =memmmcmmmn T 22.30 1 19.67 ¢ 10.00
1957 —mcmmm e U 23.83 22.71 12.06
1958mcmmmmmmmmem t 27.h2 1 29,10 16.54
1959 m et 27.83 29.76 16.27
1 : 1 N
: . ! £ ! Y
1960mmmmmmmmmmmm 2 26.2l 1 26.36 1 $15.00 1. $13.28
1961 mmm e t 2L.65 : 25.86 ¢ 15.12 ¢ 13.65
1962 1/-=memmmmm ' 27.67 27.00 .72 13.26
1963 I/---mmmmmm ' 23.96 25.78 ¢ 1h.06 1 12.86
: : : 1
19621 1/~~=mmmum ! 1 : !
January--~==-= : 26.39 25.3h 1L.20 : 12.85
February------: 26.76 26.03 : 14.87 1 13.40
March-——=e==m- 1 27.31 ¢ 26.52 15.33 13.88
Aprilememne——m : 27.L5 26.68 1 15.38 13.89
May-===mmm=n—= : 26.02 : 26.18 : 15.39 13.76
June--~—=vcemm- T 25.25 26,31 15.94 14.35
JUly=emmm e 26.50 @ 26.87 1 14.95 ¢ 13.62
August~emmemn=: 23.19 : 27.25 14.80 13.47
September—=~-- : 29.85 . 27.86 1L.98 13.59
October--m=m-- : 29.50 : 28,05 1 | 14.01 12.72
Novembe rmmmm=- 1 30.13 28.80 : 13.5L ¢ 12.02
December------ : 28.91 28,15 13.23 ¢ 11.60
1 : : :
1963: 1/ t : ! !
JaNUATY == =m—m- ! 27.27 ¢ 27.2L 1 13.80 12.L8
Februgry-w---- : 2L.93 : 26.0L8 13.61 12.57
March-=-=e=m=~ : 23.63 : 26.13 1h.Lh2 13.12
April--e—ma—a- : 23.77 26.62 1 14.80 13.58
May~mmmmm————— 22.61 : 26,00 15.35 14.18
JUNe==mmwmm——- : 22.69 26.38 4 15.30 : 1L.20
) VS pa—— 2L.72 26.85 1 1L.52 13.50
August-—mmm——- : 2L .60 : 26.31 14.90 13.75
September—-=--- : 23.94 1 25.042 14.19 12.94
October==-=--- t - 24,03 : 2L.63 : 13.48 12,11
November--=--- ! 23.51 : 2L.19 12.54 11.25
December-mmm-- : 22.30 23.15 11.79 10.68
196L: 1/ : : : :
January-~-=--- : 22.61 23.21 : 12.1k 11.11
February------ : 1.3k 22.6L 12.94 ¢ 11.82
March--===mm-= : 21.56 23.32 : 13.75 12.L5
April--=em-m-- : 21.28 22,74 1L.07 12.71
QY == ===y 20,52 . 21,54 13,78 12,62

l/'Préliminary.

Source: Complled from official statistics of the U.,S., Department of Agricul-
ture,
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Table 26 .--U.S. farm income from cattle and calves and from all farm opera-
tions, 1950-63

(In billions of dollars)

: Cattle and calves o A1l farm operations
: : ¢ Gross in-: : :
" Year @ Gross ¢ Cost of :wcome less t  Gross : All : Net
t income 1/: inship- ¢ inship- : realized : production : realized .
: T t ments 2/ : ments 3/ : income L/ : expenses 5/ : income
: () _:__(2) i (3) ! (L) ' ©) :_(6)
1950-- 5.8 1 1.6 L.2 : 32,5 ¢ 19.3 : 13.2
1351--: 7.1 2.0 1 5.1 37.3 ¢ 22,2 15.1
1952--: 6,3 1.5 ¢ L.8 : 37.0 : 22,6 1 1h.L
1953--1 5.0 ¢ .91 L.l : 35.3 21.L 13.9
195h--: 5.2 1t 1.1 : L.l 33.9 21.7 12.2
s -8 : ) : . :
1955--1 5. 1 1.1 L3 33.3 ¢ 21.9 4 11.k
1956--¢ 5.5 1 1.1 : L.l e 3h.6 . 22,6 1 12.0
1957--: 6.1 : 1.5 L,6 : 3.l e 23.h 11;0
- 1958--: 7.5 ¢ 2.2 @ 5.3 : 37.9 : 25.3 : 12,6
1959--1 8.0 : 2.2 : 5.8 : 37.5 26.2 11.3
! : tl : . 1
1960-~: 7.5 ¢ 2.0 : 5.5 : 37.9 : 26.2 11.7
1961--t 7.7 1 2.3 S.ly 39.6 1 27.1 : 12.5
1962--1 8.3 : 2.6 1 5.7 ¢ L0.8 : 28.2 : 12.6
1963--: 8.2 : 2L 5.8 : b1.1 28.8 : 12.3

: ! : :
1/ Total cash receipts from sales of cattle, calves, beel, and veal pPlus
value of ,cattle and calves slaughtered for home consumption. No adjustments
have been made for changes in inventory. :

g/ Cost of cattle and calves shipped in from other States and from central.
markets; does not include intra-State shipments,

3/ Assumes all the inshipments to be feeder cattle and calves.

E/ Total cash recelpts from farming plus Government payments, the value of
- home consumption, and rent. No adjustment made for changes in inventory.
5/ Includes livestock purchases.

. Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture. .
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Table 28.--U.5. rates of duty in the Tariff Schedules of the United States (T3US) for
chttle, beef, and beef products, effective Ang, 31, 1963

s Reference

Rate of duty 1/

s :
T™SUS ¢ number e -
No. 1 (in . Description : n ; "
s_table 29) : : s
) s : : :
100.01 + Animals certified to the collector of customs : B
(part) s . by the Department of Agriculture as being : :
9 s pure bred of a recognized breed and duly ¢ t
$ s registered in a book of record recognized by : s
H t+  the Secretary of Agriculture for that breed, : t
$ ¢+  dimported by a citizen or agency of the United:: ¢
' s States specially for breeding purposes, : H
s + whether intended to be used by the importer : s
H ¢+ himself or for sale for such purposes: ' H
s 1 s Oattle~—wmmmmemm e - : Fiee : Free.
s + Cattle: s s
s + Weighing under 200 pounds each: . H
100.40 3 7 : For not over 200,000 head entered in the + 1.5¢ per 1b, : 2,5¢ per 1b,
' : 12-month period beginning Apr. 1 in any : - )
. : yesr, : :
100.L3 8 ' Other-----=---- - : 2.5¢ per 1b, : 2,5¢ per 1b.
100,45 9 ¢+ Weighing 200 pounds or more but under 700 : 2.5¢ per 1b, : 2.5¢ per 1b.
g : pounds each, T g
$ + Weighing 700 pounds or more each: : :
100.50 : 12 ' Cows imported specially for dairy purposes--: 1.5¢ per 1b. : 3¢ per 1b.
8 H Other: H g
100.53 ¢ 18 : For not over 400,000 head entered in the : 1.,5¢ per 1b, : 3¢ per 1b,
t ' 12-month period beginning Apr. 1 in : :
H t any year, of which not over 120,000 H ]
s [ shall be entered in any quarter begin- H
¢ H ning por. 1, July 1, Oct. 1, or dJan. 1. : :
100.55 : 19 : Other--me——mee e s 2,5¢ per 1b, : 3¢ per 1b.
106.10 21 : Meats 6f cottle (except meat offal), fresh, + 3¢ per 1b, : 6¢ per 1b.
(part) : ¢+ chilled, or frozen. : : .
! + Sausages, whether or not in airtight : :
.t + containers: s :
107.20 s 25 H Beef in airtight containers------ecceemoaacao : 15% ad val. : 30% ad val.
107.25 29 3 Other- /beef ssuseges not in airtight : 10% ad val. : 20% ad val.
(part) : s containers/. : :
s ¢+ Beef and veal, prepared or preserved (except [ :
s 1  sausages): : :
$ ¢ Beef or veal, cured or pickled: H :
107.40 27 ¢ Valued not over.30 cents per pound----- : 3¢ per 1b, : 4.5¢ per 1b.
107.L5 27 : Valued over 30 cents per pound-----=~m-=-=: 10% ad val. : 30% ad val.
107.50 25 : Beef in airtight contalnerg---—--c-eecocecan : 15% ad val, : 30% ad val.
: ! i Other: : .
107.55 : 23 and 29 : Valued not over 30 cents per pound--=--=-- : 3¢ per 1b. : 6¢ per 1lb,
107.60 ¢ 23 and 29 : Valued over 30 cents per pound---=—e==ce-- : 10% ad val. : 20% ad val.
$ 3

1./ The rates in col. 1 spply to all products except (a) Philippine articles, which

receive
preferential treatment, (b) products of most Communist-controlled countries, which are dutiable at

the rates shown in col, 2; and (c) certain products of insular possessions.
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Tsble 29 ,.-U.8, rates of duty hhder the Tariff Act of 1930 for cattle, beef, and beef products,

Par. 701t ' !
Other ocattle:
Weighing less tham 2.5¢ per 1b, ..
175 pounda’ each, l

'
1.5¢ per 1lb, for not overt 2

Jan. 1, 1936, to
51,933 head per calen- 1

Canada
Deo. 31, 1938. '

« . June 18, 1930-Aug. 30, 1
! statutory rate, | Trade-agreement, modification ! Rate
Tariff paragraph ¢ effective 'y A  trefer-
and desoription | ' + Negotlating t ence
X June 18, 1930 \ Effective dates \ partner . Rate ' No.
1 ! ! t !
Par, 1606(a): ! 1 v ! 1
Cattle for breeding : Free subjest to ! Jan. 1, 1939 :+ Canada + Free subject to the pro- i
purposes. t the special 1 Deas. 31, 19117. t t visions of par, 1606(a).1
. t provisions of ' t t
! par, 1606(5) ! ' t : 1 1
! t Jan. 30, 1943, to: Mexico ! Do, '
§ + Deo. 31, 1950, ot [
- 1 Jan, 1, 1948 1/ 1 Canada (GATT) ': Do. )
: ' t .
! ' [
H ! t
t t '
! '

1 dar year, t \
Weighing less thum -'-‘----do -------- 1 Jan, 1, 1939, to r~-----do-=-ec-=q 1 ,5¢ per 1b, for not overt 3
200 pounds each.! t Jan. 29, 19L3. ' + 100,000 head per calen= 1
, [} ! t t dar year, . 1
v 1 t 1 2.5¢ per 1b, for other 1+ b
t ¢ ' t entries. -
' t Jan, 30, 1943, to: Mexico t 1.5¢ per 1b, for all [
! 1 Deo. 31, 1950, + entries, 2 '
t t Jan. 1, 1948, to : Canada (GATT) 1 0. 2/ 4 6
' + Mar. 31, 1953. ¢ ' St ,
! 1 Apr. 1, 1953 1/ 1 cmceans T 1+ 1,5¢ per 1b, for not overs 7
' ' : 1 ’ t 200,000 head entered in t
i H t + the 12-month period be- 3
' t : 1 ginning Apr. 1 in any ¢
1 1 ! t year. T
! 1 t t 2, 5¢ per 1b, for other 1 8
) ! { ' .+ entries, t
Weighing 200 tcoumemedOmeens 'weet Jan., 30, 1943, to: Mexico + 1.5¢ per 1b, -for all ? 9
. pounds.or more 1 . : Dec, 31, 1950, t entries. 3/ ' :
but less than H l ' [
700 pounds each.: ' : $ 1
Weighing 700 1 t ' ' '
pounds or more z 1 ! ' o
each: ty ! ' 1
Oows imported x 3¢ per 1lb, ¢ Jan, 1,,1936, to : Canada 1 1,5¢ per 1b, for not overs . 10
specially 1 s Dgou 31, 1938, t 20,000 head per calen~ |
for dairy ! 3 1 dar year, 1
. purposes. tJsn, 1, 1939 ! 4 1,5¢ per 1b, for 8ll’ t 1l
[} ¢ Dea, 5 f: O et do-mee=-~ -1 eptries, . ¢ .
! ! Jan. 1, 19uu 1/, ' Cenada (oATT) ! Do, g/ 1o
Othereer= * d ¢+ Jan, 1, 1936, to : Canada 1 2¢ per 1b, for not over 1 13
‘ { - + Deo, 31, 1938, 1 1 155,799 head per calep~
s ! ] 1 dar year, ]
: + Jan, 1, 1939, t0 r~m==~= dowemmmme - 1.5¢ per 1b, for not over: 1k
: 1 Jan. 29, 1943. ¢ 1 60,000 head per oalendar;
t t [} ] quarter year but not [}
' ' ' 1 over 725,000 per calen~ {
N : ' ; dar yeav, '
' ' . ; 3¢ per. 1b, for other b 15
entries, - .
t ! t ' '
! ' ' : '
] 1 1] ! ]

8ee footnotes at end of table.
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Table 2Re- UuS, rates of duty under the Tariff Act of 1930 for cotblo, bee!‘, nnd beef products,
June 18, 1930-Aug, 30, 1963-—00n!;1nued )

'
¢
t
'
'
'
3 than 10% ad val.
t
'
'
t

0 1 t Rate
Tariff psragraph 1 Sta:\;':::{&:h, . Trade-agreement modification srefer-
and deeoripton ! jyng 18, 1930 | Effeotive dates | bopuer ) Rate ) ohoe
1 1 1 - ) 1
Par, 701--Oontinued ¢ ' ' 0 9
Other cattle--Con. ' 1 ] 1
Weighing 700 [} ] ' ' §
pounds or more ' ' $ f
each~-Continued 1 ) ] [ ] : §
Other--Oon. t 3¢ per 1b, + Jan. 30, 1943, to: Mexico t 1,5¢ per 1b, for ell 16
v + Des, 31, 1950. 1 + entries, IZ/ '
] i Jan, 1, 1948, to 1 Canada (GATT) - 0, g/ ¢ 17
] t Mar. 31, 1953, 1 1 t
1 1 Apr. 1, 1953 1/ p--=-==--do====o=y 1,54 per lb. for not over: ~ 18
' t ' t k00,000 head entered in ¢
t ' ' i the 12-month period be- i
[ § ¥ s ginning Apr, 1 in any ¢
[ $ 1 t year, of which not over 1
1 ¢ ] t 120,000 head shall be
¥ t t 1 entered in any 3-month ¢
1 t t t period beginning Apr. 1,3
t ¢ $ ¢ July 1, Oct. 1, or [
[ t ' t Jan. 1, '
y ] t t 2.5¢ per 1b, foz' other 1t .19
t [ i + entries. §
Par, 701t § 1 ' ' 3 :
Beef and veal, ' 1 64 per 1b. 1+ Jan, 5, 1942 t Ouba- + 3¢ per 1b, for produote 120
fresh, chilled, 1 e M r O 1 of Ouba, i/ '
or frosen, ] ] 1 8 ' §
1 i Jan, 1; 1948 1/ 1 Australia, i 3¢ per 1b, for all 12
s 1 t New Zealand, 1 entries. 5/ [
' 1 1 Cuba (CATT), t
Par, 706: 3 t [ ! '
Meats, prepared or. ¢ t { ] [}
preserved, not 1 ¢ 3 ' t
speoially. provided« t 1 t [}
for: ¢ ] i t
Pastes of beef | 6¢ per 1b,, but : Jan, 1, 1939 t United Kingdom,1 6¢ per 1b,, but not less t 22
(except liver : not less than : Dec. 31, 19':7 t +  then 10% ad val. 1
paste), packed; 20% &d val. 1 ' ! ’ K
in airtight t+ Jan, 1, 1948 }_/ t United Kingdom t 3¢ per 1b,, but not Jess ¢
contalners = ¢ ¥ t (GATT) t  than 10% ed val, 23
weighing with : [ ' ' [
their contents: ] [ [ 8
not more then : [ | [ ]
3 ounces each.} [} i t 1
Beef (including t~-eweardomw-eer=i Nov. 15, 1941, to1 Argentina, i 3¢ per 1b,, but not leas 't 2l
sausages) [ + Feb, 27, 1959. a Uruguay, 6/ ¢ than 20% ad val, x
packed in air-s [ Paraguay. t [
tight con~ ¢ Feb, 28, 1959 _/ l Uruguay (GATT) 1 3¢ per 1b., but not less v 25
tainers. o 1 than 15% ed val. '
Beef or veal, remsnerdge=mer===; Nov, 15, 1941, to: Argentina, 1 3¢ per 1b., but not leass 1 26
cured or + PFeb, 27, 1959. Uruguay, 6 +  than 20% ad val, ]
pickled. T <t Paraguay. 1 '
Feb, 28, 1959 ,1/ Uruguay (GATT) ¢ 3¢ per 1b,, but not less 1 27
' '
1 T
t [
' '
' i
i !

i
Bae footnotes at end of table.

\
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Table 2y .—U.3, ratos of duty under the Tariff Act of 1930 for catile, beef, and beef products,
June 18, 1930-Aug. 30, 1963--Continued ,

[ 3
t eyt [ 1 Rats
'l‘nr.li‘(l; pnr:g:nph . ‘rti},‘\gza":ate, . Trsd;-ag::ement modification 1rofor-
and deseription H . ] 1 Negotiating 1 ence
. June 18, 1930 . Effective dates . partner . Rate . No.
¢ l 1 ¢ :
Par, 706--Continued 1t ! ] i ]
Moats, prepared or ¢ ! t ¢ '
preserved, not : 1 ' : Ty
wpecially provided: ' H : i
for-~Continued t { [ ' !
Other beef or t 6¢ per 1b., but : Nov. 15,1941, to: Argentina, : 3¢ per 1b., but not less ¢+ 28
veal. + not less than : Dec. 31, 1947. t Uruvguay, 6/ + than 20% ad val. [
4 20% ad val. ] : Paraguay. 7/ . t
' ¢ Jen. 1, 1948 1/ 1 Canada (OATT), 1 3¢ per 1b., but not less t 29 “
' ! "1 Uruguay t than 10% ad val. s
' : t (0ATT). 8/ f '
! } : t

1

1/ The concession effective on this date is reflected in the Tariff Schedules of the United States that be-
came effective Aug. 31, 1963; see in table 28 the col, 1 rate or rates identitied by the rate reference
numbers shown in this table,

2/ The agreement with Mexico, which was terminated as of Jen., 1, 1951, provided for the restoration of
the teriff quota in the 1939 agreement with Canada (see rate No. 3 or No, 1L), to become effective 30 days
after the President of the United States (following the termination of the unlimited national emergency
proclaimed on May 27, 19h1) proclaimed the abnormsl situation in respect of cattle and meat terminated.

The concession to Canada in the GATT, effective Jan. 1, 1948, however, provided a lsrger tariff quote

(see rate No. 7 or No. 18) to become operstive under the same conditions provided in the agreement with

Mexico., The President proclaimed the termination of the unlimited nationsl emergency effective Apr, 28,

1952 (Proclamation No. 297L; 3 CFR, 19L49-1953 Comp., 158), and proclaimed on Mer. 2, 1953,the termination

of the abnormsl situation in respect of cattle and meat, making the quota proviso in the concession to Canads
effective Apr. 1, 1953 (Proolamation No. 30073 3 CFR, 1949-1953 Comp., 183).

2/ The agreement with Mexico provided a tariff quota to become effective under specified conditions (see
fostnote 2 sbove). That tariff quota--1.5 cents per pound for not over 110,000 head per calendar quarter
and not over 400,000 head per calendar year--was never applicable. The statutory rate of 2.5 cents per
pound was restored for all entries effective Jan. 1, 1951, following termination of the agreement with Mexico.

From June 17, 1930, to Jan. b, 1942, inclusive, these products of Cuba were dutiable st Li.B cents per pound,

a rate 20 percent below the rate applicable to producte of. other foreign countries. Such preferential treat-
ment for Cuban produ'cts was in accordance with the policy of the Commercial Convention of 1902 between the
United Stateﬁ and Ouba and with the provisions of the trade agreement between those two countries effective
Sept. '3, 193L. '

¢/ Entries from Cuba were prohibited effective Feb. 7 1962 (Proclamation No. 3LL7; 3 CFR, 1962 Supp., 26).

é Trade agreement with Uruguay, effective Jan, 1, 19[13, to Dec. 28, 1953. ,
Y

4

Trade sgreement with Paraguay, effective Apr. 9, 1947, terminated as of June 26, 1963,
Concession initially negotiated with Uruguay under the GATT, effeotive Feb. 28, 1959,
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Appendix C

Tax Treatment of Breeder Livestock

Pursuant tc an amendment of the Internal Revenue Code in 1951,
livestock raised as breeding animals are accorded income tax
treatment similar to that given depreciable capital assets. 1/

To qualify for such tax treatment, an animal must (1) be held for
at least 12 months- and (2) be held as a present or future member
of a breeding herd. A sale of such qualifying livestock glves
rise to capital gains, whereas a sale of livestock that does not
qualify results in ordinary income. |

As observed in the chapter on U.S. production, the iong—term
trend in the number of cattle and calves on farms has been upward
and has been characterized by strong short-term cyclical patterné.
There is no evidence that the tax benefits with regard to breeder
livestock have significantly influenced the number of cattle on
farms. Certainly any effect the tax benefits might have had was
far overshadowed by such developments as the improvement in 1iv-
ing standards, the growth in population, the large increase in
the per caplta consumption of beef, and the escalation of beef
prices. The tax benefit has obviously been of considerable im-

portance in determining profit and loss for individual cattlemen,

1/ Livestock was speclfically excepted from a 1962 amendment to
sec, 1215 of the Internal Revenue Code which had the general effect
of reducing the portion of the sales value of a capital asset that
is treated as capital gain and of increasing the portion that is
treated as ordinary income.
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particularly those who maintain breeding herds and also'seil breed-
ing stock of yearliﬁgvage or older. According to the ﬁ.S. Treasury
Department, in 1959--the latest year for which figures are avail-
gble—-net capital gains totaling $701 million were realized on the
sale of breeder livestock. The informaﬁion available, however,
does not show how much of this total was attributable to sales of
beef cattle and calves, how much was accounted for by sales of |
dairy éaftle, and how much resulted from the sale of other animals,
such as horses, sheep, hogs, goats, and miﬁk. |

| In his 1963 tax message\to the Congress, the President noted
that the prevailing tax treatment pf breeder livestock as deprecié
able asséts encouraged certain people with high-bracket nonfarm
Ancomes, who were not normally engaged in cattle raising, to enter
this business largely because of tax advantages in their partioular
personal situations; l/ An investor, for example, may purchase
breeding livestock aﬁd deduct the expenses attributable to their
care and malntenance, as well as depreciation on the cost of the
herd. These deductions offset the taxpayer's high-bracket non-
farm income. Later, the herd may be sold, any profits being taxed ‘
at the capital-gain rate. Even though the iﬁvestor may have |
fecorded no profit from the transaction computed before taxes, or
may even have suffered a sizable loss, the difference in the rate of

tax on high—bfacket ordinary income and that on capital-gain income

1/ Prosident's 1963 Tax Message Along with Principal Statement,
Technical Explanation.....hearings Conducted by the Committee on
Ways and Means....., Feb. 6, 1963, pp. 138-1L0, LL5-L52.
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makes poﬁsible a substantial increase in the investor's total
after-tax income. Persons with high-bracket nonfarm income can
undertake such ventures simply by enlisting the services of
cattle-management firms. Such concerns are engaged in ralsing
breeder cattle owned by outside investorsj for a fee they handle
all details of the transaction, including the purchase and sale
of livestock, their maintenance and care, and all necessary
record keeping. |

To reduce the tax advantages that investors might obtain by
engaging in the breeder-cattle business, the President recommended
two changes in the Internal Revenue Code. The first proposed |
that the galn from the sale of breeder livestock be treated as
ordinary income to the extent that such gain may be attributable.
to farm deductions allowable as an offset to high-bracket nogfarm
income. The second would remove the exception for livestock
under section 125 of the Code; this change would reduce the
capital gain resulting from the sale of livestock by the amount
of depreciation taken after 1962. Neither of these proposed
changes was included in the 1963 tax law enacted by the Congress.

The Commission did not conduct a survey of the personal con-
siderations that motivate people to undertake cattle ralsing, such
as the quest for a tax shelter. However, no information has come
to the attention of the Commission which indicates that the current
tax treatment, by itself, has significaﬁtly affected the total

supply or prices of beef and beef products in the U.S. market.






